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SINCE 1959, 11 NEW JUNIOR COLLEGES HAVE BEEN ORGANIZED
IN THE 21 AREAS RECOMMENDED IN THE MASTER PLAN. ANNEXATIONS
AND CONSTRUCTION OR PLANNING OF NEW CAHPUSES HAVE TAXEM i ACE
IN ALL THE REMAINING AREAS. AS A RESULT OF THIS GROWTH, PLUS
INCREASE IN SIZE OF £XISTING DISTRICTS, OVER 80 PERCENT OF
THE HIGH SCHOOL AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE AND OVER 80 PERCENT
OF THE STATE'S ASSESSED VALUATION ARE WITHIN DISTRICTS
MAINTAINING JUNIOR COLLEGES. HOWEVER, 20 PERCENT OF THE STATE
IS NOT YET INC'.UDED IN SUCH DISTRICTS, AND POCKETS OF WEALTH
IN TERMS OF ASSESSED VALUATION CONTINUE TO EXIST OUTSIDE OF
ANY JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT. THE GOAL OF INCLUSION OF THE
ENTIRE STATE WITHIN JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICTS SHOULD CONTINUE

TO BE STRESSED UNTIL ACHIEVED. UNIVERSITY AND STATE COLLEGE
FACILITIES NEEDS ARE DISCUSSED IN DETAIL. (HS)
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? PREFACE

The report following presents pertinent data and information concerning the
needs for additional centers of public higher education in California. Material
presented has been collected by the staff of the Coordinating Council {or Higher }
Education with the ciose cooperation and the assistance of the offiec of the
: Chancellor of the California State Colleges, the statewide administration of the
' University of California, the Bureau of Junior Ccllege Education of the State
Department of Eduecation, and other State agencies.

The report has been prepared to meet the obligation placed upon the Counecil
to advise the governing boards of public higher education and appropriate State
officials on ‘. . . development of plans for the orderly growth of public higher
education and the making of recommendations on the need for s#nd location of
new facilities and programs.’’ ! The task of the Council has been further empha-
sized in statute by the Legislature:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Legislature not to authorize
or to acquire sites for new institutions of public higher education unless
d such sites arc recommended by the Co-ordinating Council for Higher
Education and not to authorize existizg or new institutions of public educa-
tion . . . to offer instruction beyond the 14th grade ievel?

abd amas o

The most recent, complete review of the need for additional centers of public
higher education was conducted in connection with the Master Plan for Higher
Education survey of 1959. The provisions of the Master Plan report included
a directive to the coordinating agency (subsequently designated as the Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education) to review needs for new centers in 1965
and again where applicable in 1970. This report is in response to that directive.’

The following pages present an extensive review of factors bearing upon the
need for new institutions of publiec higher education. To¢ those who have assisted
in its preparation goes the great appreciation of the Council and its staff.

1 Bducation Code, Sec. 22702,

2 Education Code, Sec. 22501, . . .

3 4 Master Plan for Higher Education in Celifornia, 1960-75, (Sacramento: Dept. of Educ.
1960), recommendation no. 5, p. 10 and recommendation no, 3, p. 11. A preliminary report was
prepared in 1963, sce, Interim Report on the Need for Additional Centers of Higher Education,

. (63-2), May 7, 1963. 44 pp.

i
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RECOMMENDATIONS'

It is recommended that:

(1) The Council advise the Legislature that it
should authorize in 1965 a California State College
in Kern County.

(2) The Council on November 24, 1964, adopted
the following policy :

‘Where the Council finds there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of sites in
advance of authorization to start a campus may
be justified in carefully restiicted eircumstances,
as found bv the Conmeil enoh ae where land may
not subsequently Le availabie without excessive
cost or where there may be special opportunity
to obtain the land.

In conjunction with the above stated policy, cur-
rent data show that:

(a) A ‘“‘definite ultimate need’’ exists for new
California State Colleges to serve students in the
following areas, listed alphabetically: Contra
Costa County, the San Mateo County-Santa
Clara County area, and in Ventura County in a
location to serve students from both the cities of
Ventura and Oxnard as well as from cities in
northern Lios Angeles County. It appears at this
time that authorization for the establishment of
one of these three campuses may be recom-
mended by the Coordinating Council to th- +. 1is-
lature prior to 1565 and the seeond and *.ird
campuses in 1969 or thereafter.

(b) A ‘‘definite ultimate need’’ exists for a
University campus in the Los Angeles area (the
counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernar-
dino, Riverside and Orange) and for one in the
San Francisco Bay Metropolitan Area (the
counties of San Francisco, Marin, Solano, Sonoma,
Napa, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa Clara and
San Mateo). It appears at this time authorization
for the establishment of one of these campuses
may be recommended by the Coordinating Coun-
cil to the Legislature in 1969 and recommenda-
tion for the second campus approximately in
1975.

(8) The Council further advise the Legislature
that sites for institutions of public higher education

1 Approved by the Council on November 24, 1964.

2—-362386-C

should be acquired in advance of legislative author-
ization of the institutions through use of the follow-
ing procedures:

(a) Advance acquisition of sites for a State
College located in Contra Costa County, for a
State College located to serve students from San
Mateo and Santa Clara Counties, and for a State
Coiiege located iv serve students from Ventura
County and Los Angeles County will be justified
in each instance where the Trustees of the Cali-
fornia Qtate Collawes nwacont avidensa ond ths
Couneil finds that *‘carefuily restricted circum-
stances’”’ warrant it, ‘‘such as where land may
not subsequently be availabie without excessive
cost or where there may be special opportunity to
obtain the land”’, and upon such findings the
Council will recommend appropriations for the
acquisition of such sites.

(b) Advance acquisition of sites for a Univer-
sity of California campus in either the Lios An-
geles or San Francisco Bay Area would be justi
fied when the Regents of the University present
evidence and the Council finds that ‘“carefully re-
strieted circumstances’ warrant it, ‘“‘such as
where land may not subsequently be available
without excessive cost or where there may be
special opportunity to obtain the land”’, and
upon such findings the Council will recommend
appropriations for the acquisition of such sites,

(4) And the Council further advise the Legislature
not later than 1969 and each five years thereafter un-
til all needs have been met, it will conduct a statewide
survey of the then existing needs for additional cen-
ters of public higher education and the need for agd-
vanced acquisition of sites.

(8) And the Council further advise the Legisla-
ture to expedite the inclusion of all areas of the State
within Junior College districts.

(6) In the light of the request of the University
of California, the Council indicate that it will con-
sider a staff report on the need for specialized pro-
grams such as graduate agriculture and graduate
health science programs in the San Joaquin Valley
at its December 15 [1964] meeting or at such
subsequent meeting as the data may be available,




CHAPTER 1|

PLANNING FACILITIES TO MEET GROWING
COLLEGE ENROLLMENT

A Tradition of Statewide Planning

The necessity for statewide planning in California’s
rapidly growing society and expanding economy is
apparent even to the most casual observer. The need
to base judgments about future requirements for
higher education on complete and objective assess-
ments of known ar obtainable facte and on predicicd
trcuds Is disv appareai. Toe experience ganed has
indicated clearly that errors have been made only in
the cases of marked departure from the context of
recommended actions. Findings of statewide surveys
and consequent projections of needs have been proved
to be essentially correct with the passage of time.

This report prepared in the light of previous
studies, is one of a series of objective, comprehensive
documents on the need for additional centers. Since
the ‘‘Strayer Report’’ of 1948?! some nine studies
have been prepared on various aspects of the need
for new collegiate centers. Conclusions of these major
studies are summarized ir Appendix A.

The Scope of the Study

The Master Plan for Higher Education, provisions
of which were approved in December 1959, stated that
a review of the need for additional centers should be
completed in 1965 with a subsequent review in 1970.
The Plan further specified certain geographic areas
which should be included within that review, as dis-
cussed later in this report.

The Council in general has accepted these direc-
tions of the Master Plan. For this reason, this re-
port defines needs for new public collegiate facilities
through 1969. By that year (the year of a General
Session of the Legislature) another review will be
conducted, for quinquennial review allows time for
trends to become apparent, yet not too prolonged a
period over which to project needs.

1Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Douglass, and George D.
Strayer, 4 Report of a_ Survey of the Needs of California in
{Igi%t)er Education (Berkeley: University of California Press,

There is little doubt that this present review is
called for. The population of California is increasing
at a continuing rapid pace, and demands on both
private and publie eolleges and universities can De
expected to become greater each year.

The 1963-64 listing of higher educativn institutions
prenavad hw the TS Oficc ol Dducation nists L4
aceredited colleges and universities in California—¢&8
public and 86 private.2 Preliminary enrollment totals
for the Fall Semester 1964 show some 370,000 full-
time students attending California collegiate institu-
tions. This represents a 64% increase above 1958 en-
rollments. Continued enrollment growth is the clear
pattern ahead.

The following pages pr.sent in a comprehensive
form aspects of the need for additioual centers of
public higher education. Chapter II sets forth the
principles and criteria employed in establishing area
needs and other rclated considerations. Chapter ITI
examines California population growth patterns and
corresponding higher education enrollment trends
making use of data produced by the State Depart-
ment of Finance. Chapter IV examines the status of
planning for new centers by independent colleges and
universities; Chapter V considers the pattern of
Junior College coverage of the state. Aspects beering
upon the need for new California State College -facili-
ties are explored in Chapter VI, and for University
of California campuses in Chapter VIL Chapter VIII
presents findings and recommendations developed
from the foregoing information.

Throughout the report use has been made of mate-
rials provided by interested citizens and groups from
several areas throughout the state. These materials
were made available to the Council on various occa-
sions and particularly at the meetings of the Com-
mittee on Physical Faecilities held on September 15
and 16, 1964, at which some 56 persons appeared on
behalf of 12 areas of the state. A listing in Appendix
C shows the areas represented at those meetings and
the persons appearing before the Committee. .

3 Bducation Directory 1963—64, Part 3, Higher Education.




CHAPTER I

“RAMEWORK FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF THE NEED
FOR NEW CENTERS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

Criferiss and Principles to Be Applied.

Council action on February 28, 1964, established a
number of principles and eriteria to be used in this
" study of the need for additional centers. The approved
Prospectus? for the study listed the criteria and de-
fined the study scope. Council action on November 10,
1964, suggested guidelines in developing the report
and expanded the scope of the study.2 These prinei-
ples ard criteria are presented below together with
notation of their historical development within pre-
_ vious reports.

The 1957 Additional Centers Study. The State
Board of Education and the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California prior to the conduct of the 1957
study approved these principles: 3

(1) The expansion of existing institutions and the
establishment of new ones should dey PO/, 0Q
the optimum use of the state ’s resources for
higher education in relation to the greatest
relative need both geographically and func-
tionally.

(2) Differentiation of functions so far as possible
of the three segments of public higher educa-
tion, namely the Junior Colleges, the State Col-
leges and the University of California, is im-
perative if nnnecessary and wasteful duplica-
tion is to be avoided.

(3) The assumption that adequate Junior College
facilities ¢ will be provided through local initia-
tive and state assistance prior to the establish-
ment of additional State College or University
campuses is basie to this (1957) report.

(4) The financing of new publicly supported in-
stitutions should be sueh that it interferes in
no way with the needs, including necessary im-
provement or expansion, of existing ones.

(5) In order that a possible new institution may
serve the greatest number of eligible students,
it should be placed near the center of the pop-
ulation served by it. '

E See, Coordinating Council for Higher Education, Minutes of

Meeting, February 28, 1964; the title of the docnment ap-
?ﬁ?..,,,—, 9, B o?:: tar 108, Staff Report on Cal fornia’s

2OV WED L VP UVe- oS L4 i VOl ¢ KL
‘ﬁ'%code (fé)FZA)ddmox;wl Centers of Publio Higher Badueaiicn, 188s-
19 -4).
’s’ee. Coordlnatin% Council for Higher Education, Minutes of
m

the Meeting, November 10, 19564,
3SH, H. ge’mans, and T. C. Holy, 4 Study for the iveed of Ad-

ditional Centers of Higher Education in Californic (Sacramento :
California State De artment of Education 1957), ﬁ v.

¢ Ag defined by the Coordinatlng Councll for Higher Educa-
tion. (See Minutes, February 28, 1964 )

10

(6) Extension of publicly supported institutions
to the degree that the continued operation of
private ones long in existence and seemingly
serving the community well is jeopardized, is
not in the public interest.

Master Plan Assumptions. The I.aster Plan, in
considering the need for additional public institu-
tions, emphasized these basic assumptions:

. . . that, while the particular needs of localities
should not be overlooked, the general interest of the
state is paramount. Therefore, in determining the
need for additional junior college facilities, the lo-
cation of new state colleges and new campuses of
the University, the following are most important :

(1) The relative numbers of high school gradu-
ates, the location of existing institutions in the
yarious areas of the state, and the relation between
their capacity and the estimated enrollment in the
area served by each institution.

(2) The relative numbers of potential students
within reasonable commuting distance of each of
the proposed sites.

(3) The need to accommodate numbers of stu-
dents in excess of the capacities of the physical
plants of existing junior colleges, state colleges, and
campuses o: the University.®

A fourth relevant assumption to those contained
within the Master Plan report may be added:

(4) Providing additional educational opportuni-
ties in counties not within reasonable commuting
range of existing colleges and offering opportunity
to a large number of students who otherwise would
not secure a college education.®

After considering the above principles and eri-
teria, the Couneil suggested the following guidelines
for this report, its action specifically not committing
any member of the Council to a precise position.

Guidelines for Staff Report

1. The Council should recommend additi'onal cen-
ters to meet the needs of the State of California

as & whole for additionel student places, based

0
6 This general assumption to those in the Master Plan report
wag adopted specifically by the Committee on Physical Facilitles
as appropriate for the purposes of the present Council study and
wasg included in the Prospectus. See also Council Minutes, No-

vember 10, 1964




(a) upon estimates of the number of high school
graduates and of the increasing portion of them
th il attanAd anllama L unon dha Awiatine

Y AAL wWUUVMLL vv.s:l.\.;sv, .\u. ul.) u.uu.v. \lelm.b
or planned places in existing institutions, (c;
upon the statutory differentiation of functions,
and (d) upoa comparable costs per student.

2. Added campuses mav be needed because of the
isolation of specific area« in the state.

3. Aside from these areas of isolation, additional
campuses should be located in the areas of hearv-
iest need to serve the largest number of students.

4. Each segment should be permitted an adequate
lead time to develop any recommended campuses.

"he preceding criteria and principles, employed in
the 1957 study and the Master Plan report and sup-
plemented by Counecil action, form the general con-
siderations upon which this report is based. In apply-
ing them, the enrollment potential and maximum lim-
itation placed on physical plant must receive exam-
ination. Lead time required to establish a program
and the factor of isolation also deserve close atten-
tion. The question of advance acquisition of sites is
also examined. Locations of public four-year colleges
and university campuses are on the map following.

Consideration of Enrollment Potential on New
and Existing Campuses

One of the Master Plan assumptions cited above
stresses the importance of the relative numbers of po-
tential students within reasonable commuting dis-
tance of proposed sites. The need to establish a mini-
mum enrollment goel for a new institution after a
reasonable period of operation, such as five years, is
readily apparent. Concerning this problem, the 1957
study concluded :

. . . that, 2,000 full-time equivalents of regu-
lar students, after five years of full operation
(freshmen through graduate classes), is a mini-
mum potential that would justify the establish-
ment of a state college.”

The 1957 Additional Centers Study further stated
that while 2,000 students are sufficient to operate an
undergraduate program of university caliber, an
enrollment of 10,000 full-time students should be at-
tending a campus with full-scale university funec-
tions. An enrollment of 25,000 was considered a max-
imum.

The Master Plan modified this criterion somewhat
by raising the minimums and at the same time length-
ening the time in which a new insiitution should
reach the minimum. It established full-time enroll-

7Semans and Holy, op. cit., p. 46. This was based upon con-
siderations of unit costs and balanced programs. P n

ment ranges to be observed for existing institutions,
for those authorized but not yet established, and for
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The minimums and maximums employed in the
Master Plan have been modified to a limited extent
by action of the Council following ~*udy by a tech-
nical committee composed of Council staff and
University and Staie College representatives. These
changes are set forth in the paragraphs below.

Setting a Maximum Enrollment Figure. The es-
tablishment of an enrollment ceiling at each institu-
tion is necessary for proper planning of educational
programs and physical plant. It is also necessary from
the standpoint of statewide planning and orderly
growth. The redirection of students within a segment
and the diversion of students (as provided for by
the Master Plan) to the Junior Colleges is facilitated
by firmly established ceiling enrollments.

Ceilings at University campuses were set at 27,500
full-time students. This ceiling at the University
campuses appears justified for several reasons. (1)
‘With a large proportion of graduate students, large
and costly libraries and laboratory and research facil-
ities are needed. Graduate programs are also gener-
ally more costly than undergraduate programs and
thus larger graduate schools are desirable in order
to make possible reductions in unit costs. (2) The
enrollment maximum stated above includes students
in the professional schools such as law and medicine,
programs unique tv the University among publie col-
leges. (3) The presence of other specialized programs
which serve the state as a whole is relevant.

The Master Plan provided for a ceiling of 20,000
full-time students for the State Colleges in densely
populated areas in metropolitan centers, and 12,000
outside metropolitan areas. The rationale for establish-
ing the lower maximum in State Colleges outside met-
ropolitan areas can be based on the probability that
the programs will not normally be located at such
colleges but rather at those colleges in densely popu-
lated areas where the greatest number of students will
be accommodated. It is also more desirable to have
maximum enrollments that can be attained in the
foreseeable future.

The three largest Junior Colleges in the state, all
in metropolitan areas, had fall 1963 enrollments total-
ing from 5,000 to 6,000 full-time students. The Los
Angeles City Junior College District now plans its
campuses for a maximum of 7,500 full-time students
although Los Angeles City College is now master
planned for 10,000 on a high-rise campus. 7,500 full-
time students appears to be an appropriate recom-
mended ceiling for Juuior Colleges allowing for a
maximum amount of service to a community (aithough
exceptions may be required ’n certain metropolitan
areas). The likelihood of the need for larger campuses
is remote in view of the Junior Colleges’ objective to
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serve a commu. .= publie. Tnless they are placed in
extremely densely populated areas, their size is de-
termined by the numbers of students who can easily
attend.

An inspection of available data on unit operational
costs of the Triversity and the State Colleges suggests
that the unit cost tends to level off as maximum en-
rollments are reached.® Capital cost data contained
in the Master Plan report and the reports of its Tech-
nical Committee on the Cost of Higher Education in
California bear out the Master Plan conclusion that,
with a constant percentage of students housed, little
advantage is gained in cost savings by expanding an
existing campus as opposed to development on a new
campus. Factors such as land costs could tip the
scales either way.

The Master Plan also included the term ‘‘optimum’”
enrollments for campuses. However, existing, planned
maximum enrollment limits of TUniversity campuses
and State Colleges do not conform to the ‘‘optimum”’
figures. In addition, available data on unit costs do
not tend to support this optimum concent and no
quantitative data arc available which relate quality of
education to campus size. However, in the develop-
ment of new collegiate centers a maximum set forth
as a range could well be used as a guide to future
planning since, (1) capital costs for expansion or
initiation of new facilities vary, (2) potential enroll-
ment may vary among service areas to be covered,
and (3) enrollment maximums for campuses and col-
leges may also vary. Flurthermore, a range rather than
a single figure allows for time in which a college may
adjust to the ‘‘topping out’’ stage. The following
maximum ranges were developed by the Technical
Committee.?

Mazimum Ranges

Type of Institution (Fall Term Enrollment)
Junior Colleges 5,000— 7,500 *
State Colleges

In densely populated areas in

metropolitan centers 17,500-20,000

Outside metropolitan centers_ . ___ 9,560-12,009

University of California Campuses_—____ 25,000-27,500

(* To be modified upward in densely popuiated areas at the diseretion of the
local governing board.)

Setting a, Minimum Enrollment Figure. A mini-
mum enrollment figure is essential as a guide in de-
termining the need for a new college campus in a
particular area, for a sparsely settled community may
not be able to sapply a new college with enough stu-
dents to warrant the establishment of a campus. The
enrollment minimum should be based on the type and
quality of education desired and the unit costs in-
volved. A new campus should be expected to grow
in a reasonable Iengih of time to a point where costs
are in line with comparable institutions and the edu-

8 Report of Ad Hoc_ Technical Commiltee on Marimum and
Minimum Enrollment Ranges, a report to the joint meeting of
the Council’s Commuttees on f’hysical Facilities and Cducaticnal
P);o;:g%ms, June 29, 1964. —-

id.

cational prcgram is assured of reaching a desired
minimum offei iikig.

As set forth in the Master Plan, the present policy
of the Board of Regents is that each general Univer-
sity campus will develop into a complete university
with equality in terms of most programs. Since these
programs in:lude graduate and professional schools,
the minimal size of a complete University campus can
be expected to be larger, on the average, than the
minimal size of a Junior College where an inexpensive
undergraduate liberal arts transfer program can be
efficiently initiated with a relatively small student
enrollment potential. The same is true, although to
a lesser degree, when a State College is compared to
a Junior College. A State College located in a non-
metropolitan area may be able to fulfill its *umetion
by offering a four-year liberal arts program with less
expensive graduate programs. In such a case enroll-
ments at newly established colleges in isolated areas
need not be expected to grow quite so rapidly.

Most significantly, the evidence available on unif
operational costs for University campuses of various
size and State Colleges tends to indicate that econ-
omies of scale begin when a range of between 3,000
and 5,000 students are being served by a State College
and 5,000-7,000 by a University campus.

The California Education Code provides that with
certain exceptions no Junior College district shall be
formed if the assessed valuation of taxzable property
in the proposed district is less than $150,000 for cach
unit of estimated potential average daily attendance.®

The minimum potential average daily attendance
is also established by law as follows:

Section 25431. Except as provided in Section
25432.5 no junior college district shall be formed,
and the State Board of Education shall not approve
a petition {o form a junior college district if the
estimated potential average daily attendance of the
distriet is less than 1,000 units of daily attendance.

This statutory direction was subsequent to the
%-.cier Pian and raises the minimum of 400 full-time
students to the equivalent of 900. Section 25432 of
the Education Code also sets a time limit for attaining
the minimum to ‘‘the second school year after the
date the district is in existence for all purposes.’’

In summary, for purposes of this study and with
the exceptions noted the following minimums and
maximums have been used:

" Qeo, 2542%1,5. The exceptions are stated as follows: If the
State Board of Education determines that the proposed district
will serve an area which iIs isolate from other existing junior
colleges or if existing junior colleges are.inaccessible to .resi-
dents of- the area ‘to be served, the State Board of Education
may approve the formation of a new district junior college with
a smealle. estimated potential average daily attendance or as-
sessed valuation for each unit of estimated potential average
daily attendance thanr that required by Sections 25431 and

25431.5
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TABLE 1
Minimum and Maximum Enrollment Ranges in Fall Term
Enroliment Applied in the 1964 Additional Centers Study

(Full-time Students)

Type of Institution Minimum Msdmum
Junior Colleges. - e ceceeeen 900 5,000~ 7,500
State Colleges
In densely populated areas in metropolitan
(V0175 o T 5,000 17,500~20,000
Qutside such areas_______ . __.___.___ 3,L00 9.500-12,000
University of Californis Campus_____..____ 5,000 25,000-27,500

NOTE: The minimum figures for State College and University
campuseS are to be attained within seven to ten years after
students are first admitted. The minimum for Junior Colleges is
to be attained within two years, and may be lowered if the
State Board of Education 80 determines due to isolation factors
as provided in_the Education Code. Also the maximum for Junior
Colleges may be exceeded in densely populated areas in metro-
politan centers.

Currently Planned Enrollments of University
and State College Campuses

University of California. The governing boards
have from time to time set maximum capacity limits
for their colleges and campuses. The University utiliz-
ing the full-time student concept has established mazx-
imura capacities for its campuses. For general cam-
puses these limits range from 10,000 at Riverside to
27,500 at Berkeley, Los Angeles, San Diego, Santa
Cruz and Irvine and are as follows:

Mazimum Fall Term

Enrollments 2

University Campus Fuil-Time Students

Berkeley 27,500
Los Angeles 27,500
Davis 15,000
Santa Barbara — 15,000
Riverside 10,000
San Francisco Medical -— 7,500
San Diego 27,500
Irvine 27,500
Santa Cruz 27,500

Total 185,000

The rationale for the upper limits and variations
between campuses is fully explained in the Univer-
sity Plan for Growth.2 In the Plan enrollments of
the University system are projected to the year 2000
A.D. when 214,000 full-time students are expected.

The assumed growth rates that allow for academic
planning, recruitmeut of faculties, acquisition of li-
braries and all the other facilities which must precede
the admission of students are:

Fall Term Erroliment Growth
2,500 and below 500 per _-~ar
2800~ 5000 . . _________ 750 per yea
5,000-10,000 1,000 per year

10,000-20,020 1,600 per year
20,000 and over. 2,250 per year

1 I5xcept for Berkeley and Los Angeles, meximums will not be
reia,zchl.e(}iz until thedla‘,itep Ji370}8 agd thtehlgfsot';. Universit Call
ecommende n for Growth o e Univer of Cali-

fornia, May~June 1960. Y of
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Lower maximum enrsllinents ai Davis, Santa Bar-
bara and Kiverside arise because forcing these cam-
puses to reach the higher figure by 1980 would push
their rates of growth above those accepted as desir-
able. In addition, forced growth at these campuses
would deny nearby educational opportunities to
young people in the state’s most rapidly growing
areas. Further, new campuses will be required in any
event and delay in launching them would make more
difficult the problems of site acquisition and forced
draft growth.1®

TABLE 2

Planning Fall Yerm Enrolimen? Limits for Capital Outlay
Purposes of the California State Colleges

Fall Term F.T.E.
Enrollment Limit
California State Colleges 8 a.m.~5 p.m.*
Fullerton e o e e —————— 20,000
H&ywa!d ---------------------------------------- Tlslm
Long Beach. oo oo 20,000
Los Angeles_ oo 116,800
Palos Verdes oo oo e oo e 16,000
San Bernarding. o - oo oo e e 20,000
California State Polytechnic College
Kellogg-VoOorhiB. e o e e e e 20,000
San Luis ObisPO o o oo e e 12,000
Chico State College oo oo e cmeme e e 6,000
Fresno State College e oo e e 20,000
Humboldt State College.. . . __ 12,000
Sacramento State College._ o __________ 20,000
San Diego State College_ .. . 20,000
San Fernando Valley State College_. . _______________ 20,000
San Francisco State College__ o occmeo__ 115,000
San Jose State College. o oo oo v oo ee 17,000
Sonoma State College_ oo . oo 12,000
Stanislaus State College o __._ 12,000
293,800

* Full-time equivalent enrollment of reguiar students (F.T.E.)
is used in determining the need for capacity in instructional fa-
cilities. The full-time equivalent enrollment of regular students
is determined by dividing by 15 the aggregate number of credit
units earned by students taking more than 6 units. Enrollment
totals of those taking more than six units is used in determin-
ing the need for cafeteria seating, parking spaces, and student
health facilities. Office capacity is based on needs developed by
the application of existing s ng criteria to the various enroll-
ment bases.

1 These are interim planning figures. Both Hayward and Los
Angeles have a possible potential of 20,000 if land acquisition
and/or ingress-egress problems can be solved. San Francisco
plans to go to 15,000 if the necessary site can be acguired.

The California State Colleges. Tor the past deec-
ade the State Colleges have based their capital outlay
needs on the estimated annual full-time equivalent
(F.7.E.) enrollment from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Based
upon the approved Board of Trustees (Table 2 pre-
ceding) enrollment limits, planned maximum enroll-
ments vary from 12,000 F.T.E. at the non-metropoli-
tan campuses to 20,000 F.T.E. for most of the metro-
politan campuses.

Table I in Appendix B details the above concern-
ing the interpretation of these figures in terms of the
ability of a campus to handle students. For example,
a State College campus planned for 20,000 F.T.E.
(8 am. to 5 p.m.) could accommodate 18,700 full-
time students and at least an additional 2,000 F' T.E.

3 I'bid.




after § pin., for a total of 22,000 F.T.E. On such a
campus as many as 32,000 individual students, full-
time and part-time, could be enrolled.

At the present no State College is near the 20,000
F.T.E. (8 am. to 5 p.m.) level. San Jose State, the
largest college, in the fall of 1963 had approximately
15,358 F.T.E. students between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m.
with a student body of 19,450. San Francisco, San
Diego and Long Beach State Colleges were all above
10,000 F.T.E. (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.). On the basis of the
evidence at hang, these campuses are not so large as
to pose serious administrative or educational prob-
lems. Economically the larger State Colleges operate
at about the same cost per student as those that are
at 5,000 F.T.E. or somewhat above.

Lead Time

Once a new institution is established by the Legis-
lature many things must be done before students ean
be enrollec for the first time. A site must be chosen
and purchased, a cadre staff must be organized, a
faculty must be recruited and an academic plan must
be formulated. Plannirg and construction of build-
ings are also time consuming. A review of the length
of time from date of legislative authorization to open-
ing date for a number of State Colleges and Univer-
s:ty campuses appears below.

TABLE 3
Time From Authorization to Opening, Selected Campuses
Date o1 Date of First
Campus Authorizacion| Opening [Perm. Bldgs.

UC 2t San Diegom ceeceoccececans 1957 1964* 1964%
UCat Trvine .o ocee oo 1957 1965 1965
UCat Santa Cruge e e oo ___ 1957 1965 1965
C.8.C. at Hayward oo _____ 1957 1959 1963
C.8.C at Fullerton_ .o __________ 1957 1959 1963
Stanislaus State College._______.. 1957 1960 1965
Sonoma State Collegd. oo 1957 1961 1966
C.8.C. at Palos Verdes._..._..____ 1960 1965 1966
C.S.C. at San Bernardino.....__.._ 1960 1965 1965

* Date when freshmen were aémitted for the first time.

The above indicates that it is possible to open a new
campus very soon after its authorization by the Legis-
lature, particularly if temporary or rented quarters
are used. Indeed, there have been campuses which
have received students the same year in which they
were legally established. However, experience in both
segments indicates that it is far better to allow for a
sufficient time to plan and accomplish the steps men-
tioned above before admitting the first student.

This study assumes s lead time of six to eight years
from the date of authorization to admission of the
first student as being desirable in the proper planning
of any public higher education institution.

One additional concept is that of fotal lead time—
the time between the date of authorization and the
date when an institution is enrolling additional stu-

dents at an appreciable rate each year. Total lead
time for University campuses, for planning purposes,
is approximately 15 years. At the end of that time, a
campus should be growing at the rate of about 1,000
students per year. The State Colleges do not have
such a growth plan. A total lead time of ten years
rather than 15 years appears to be reasonable because
of the smaller graduate programs in the State Col-
leges. It is expected that California State Colleges at
Hayward and Fullerton will reach a growth rate of
about 800 F.T.E. in 1967—ten years after their au-
thorization. San Bernardino and Palos Verdes expect
to grow about 500 F.T.E. per year after ten years
total lead time. Therefore, in considering new State
Colleges an annual growth of from 500 to 800 F.T.E.
can be expected in 10 years.

The Factor of Isolation. The term “isolation” as
used here, means the presence of a substantial num-
ber of students who are not within reasonable com-
muting distance from an existing college. Isolation
can exist in either of two distinet sets of circum-
stances. It is most obvious in counties remote from
metropolitan areas, where the number of high school
graduates seems likely to be relatively small in the
immediate future. Minimum enrollment for present or
projected State Colleges in these areas is set at 3,000
(See Table 1).

Isolation can also be found within large metropoli-
tan areas where public transportation is either inade-
quate or unusually time consuming and where poten-
tial students cannot afford to live in dormitories at
remote distances. Time used in travel reduces time
available for part-time employment. A relatively low
economic status of students and their families can
lead to this type of isolation.

The degree of isolation of various areas in the state
can best be seen by examining the several maps in
this report. The two large areas not now being served
by the University of California are the North Sacra-
mento Valley and the San Joaquin Valley. Populous
areas not now beirg served adequately by the State
Colleges include Kern County, and parts of Contra
Costa and Ventura Counties.

The Advanced Acquisition of Sites. The subject
of possible advanced acquisition of sites for collegiate
purposes considerably in advance of development has
been studied by both the University and State Col-
leges staffs as well as the staff of the Coordinating
Counecil.

The Assembly Interim Committee on Education,
Subcommittee on Research, Structure and Function
conducted a hearing on this matter in response to
House Resolution No. 337 (1963 Session) on October
23, 1964. Testimony of the Council staff at that hear-
ing listed some of the advantages and disadvantages
a8 follows: Advantages. (1) The ability to better se-
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cure donated sites for facilities or sites at cumpare-
tively lesser cost in land-short areas. (2) Early selec-
tion of sites frees prospective donors of less suitable
land to make use of their land in other ways. (3)
Early designation of future sites would contribute not
onlr to statewide long-range planning but would help
the local area in its long-range developmenis, both
public and private. Disadvantages. (1) Removal of
land from tax rolls at an early date. (2) Possible
spread of the practice among several State agencies
for a variety of purposes. (3) Advance acquisition
may support pressures to develop a facility in advance
of planned need, and, therefore, may work against
the prineciple of orderly growth. (4) Perhaps most im-
portantly, the acquisition of sites considerably in ad-
vance of planned development may tend to discourage

16

development of new alternatives which might be de-
sirable in the period between acquisition and actual
development. For example, populaiive compusiiion
changes during a five to ten year period might sug-
gest a new location.

After considering these factors, the Council acted as
follows at its meeting on November 10, 1964 :

‘Where the Council finds there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of a site in
advance of authorization te start a campus may
be justified in carefully restricted circumstances
as found by the Council such as where land may
not subsequently be available without excessive
cost or where there may be special opportunity to
obtain the land.!%

1 CCHE, Minutes of Meeting, November 10, 1964,
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CHAPTER il

CALIFORNIA’S POPULATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
ENROLLMENT GROWTH®

California’s pog~lation, estimated at over 17 mil-
lion in 19683, is expected to grow to nearly 25 million
in 1975 and to over 26 miillion by 1980. Counties with
a net change in population of over 200,000 persons
and a 50% or greater increase over the 10-year period
from 1950 to 1960 include: (1) Orange, 295.6%, (2)
Santa Clara, 121.1%, (8) San Diego, 85.5%, and (4)
Sacramento, 81.4%. Los Angeles County’s increase
¥ over this same period was nearly two naillion but
¥ with a percentage increase of 45.5. Counties expected
to grow more than 200,000 bekween 1960 and 1970
are: (1) Alameda, (2) Contra Costa, (3) Los Angeles,
j (4) Orange, (5) Sacramento, (6) San Bernardino,

(7) San Diego, (8) San Mateo, (9) Santa Barbara,
(10) Santa Clara, and (11) Ventura. (See Table II,
Appendix B, which presents projections by individual
county.)

Higher Education Enrollment Projections

Table 4 following shows the actual and projected
gull-time student enrollents for all four segments
to 1980. These enrollments, a3 a percentage of the
total population, have increas:d slightly from 1955
and are expected to increase from the present 1.9%
of the total state population to about 2.7% by 1980.
Figure 1 shows the relatio ship between college en-
rollments and high school graduates for correspond-
ing years as reflected in the projeﬁg’cions used for this

full-time college students must be accommodated in
California. The current projection for 1975 (649,825
gull-time students) compares closely with the Master
Plan Survey Team’s estimate of 659,500 students for
that year. (See Table 5.) However, there have been
adjustments made for all segments, so that while the
total appears quite similar, each segment has been
affected by the new projections.

Out-of-state students attending California’s colleges
and universities and categorized as first-time fresh-
men or as transfer students are tabulated in Table 6.
The number of these students includes part-time stu-
dents and constitutes only a small proportion of the
total enrollments of the state.

The basic data for determining the enrollment pro-
jections for this study were the number of actual and
projected public high school graduates for each
county. Table IIT, Appendix B, contains these projec-

TABLE §

Master Plan and Current 1945 Projections of Full-time Fall
Term Enroliments, Californa Institutions of Higher Education

Master
Current Projections Plan Projections

Junior Colleges_caccaaa-mneunv 267,100 288,950
California State Colleges—-——-- 166,325 180,650

study. University of California...---- 125,300 118750
The 1975 estimates show enrollment totals about Private Institutions...—------ 91,100 71,200
twice the size of the 1963 enrol aents. By 1980, it 649,825 659,550

can be foreseen that over three quarters of a million

NOTE: Both of the above projections were prepared by the
California Department of Finance. The Master Plan Projections
were developed in 1957, the current projections in 1964.

1 Population and enrollment projections presented herein were
prepared by the California State Iepartment of Finonce.

TABLE 4

Actual and Projected Full-time Student Enrollments, California Institutions of
Higher Education—1955-1980

——

1955 1958 1960 1963 1965 1970 1975 1980*
Junior collegeS—-—-mums-newmmmmmm===mn=smmm=n- 70,165 91,162 215,750 128,221 172,150 | - 216,200 267,100 300,450
State collegeS- - cnamesmmmammmomnam=me . mo= s 33,010 44,528 56,309 80,021 95,000 134,476 166,325 205,350
‘University of Californifiec wccecmeonmmeommmnmma- 37,717 43,101 50,400 61,073 78,025 105,150 125,300 151,800
Private institutionio e acmoen cmce-mmmmommms=e- 49,832 46,824 51,850 59,500 68,500 81,800 91,100 99,100
L 0 R LR B L Ll 182,624 225,615 274,309 328,815 413,676 537,625 649,825 756,400 1

* The 1980 projections are extrapolations from 1975 at the same rate of change as was expected for 1970-75. The projections for
the State Colleges ané the University reflect the Master Plan provisions which would produce a 20/60 relationship between lower and
upper division students by 1975.

SOURCE: Department of Finance, 1964.
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FIGURE 1

ACTUAL ARD PROJECTED FULL.-TIME FALL TERM ENROLLMENT! OF CALIFORNIA
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1950-1¢'30
{Ccmnnvad with high scheol graduates for sainc years)
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" SOURCE: Statistics for this graph were obtained from the Colifornic Department of Finance.




TABLE 6

First-time Freshmen and Transfer Students From Other States
Who Attended California Institutions of Higher Education,
Fall 1943

Private
J.C. C.s.C. U.C. Inst*

First-time freshmen.ooo.... 12,314 960 640 3,292
Transfer students._ ... 7,816 2,174 1,483 663
(Undergraduate)

* These figures are for the 56 institutions responding to a De-
partment of Finance questionnaire, These Institutions accommo-
?r?té ?&er 8‘0% of the students in privatc colleges and universities

alifornia.

tions to the year 1980, by county.? The number of
1963 full-time freshmen students for all four segments
was 7T9% of the state’s public high school graduates
for that year. Total full-time enrollments for all seg-
ments were 190% of the 1963 public high school grad-
nates for that year.

The number of part-time individual students en-
rolled in public colleges and university campuses is
substantial as can be seen below:

1963
% Increase
1961 1962 1963 Over 1961
State College Extension
Credit oo 16,328 18,942 21,669 32.7%
Non-Credit ——————___ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

State College Part-Time

Regular Program --- 41,759 46,555 52,920 26.7%
University Extension

Credit —— oo 390,602 43,844 47,343 19.59%,

Non-Credit ——————___ 16,663 13,793 19,199 15.29%
University of California

Part-Time Regular

Program _________ 2,925 2,841 3431 17.3%
Junior College

Part-Time Credit ---192,565 215,421 239,787 19.7%

Non-Credit —_______ 69,686 65,942 66,784 —4.29,

The Effect of Diversion on College Enroliments

The Master Plan recommen/  raising admission
requirements to the State College. .nd the University.
Tt also recommended that by 1975 in each of the seg-
ments of public higher education, upper division en-
rollment become 60% of the total undergraduate
enroliment, lower division enrollment becomirg 40%.
Both recommendations were designed to encourage
diversion of lower division students to Jumior Col-
leges. The purposes for this action were reported as
follows in the Master Plan.?

1. Easy accessibility to students (attending Junior
Colleges) and the consequent reduction in cost
to them.

9. The high scholastic records made in both the
State Colleges and the University by dJumior
College transfers.

2The-;)rojectlons listed in the Appendix and quoted extensively

in this study are for the public high schools; the number of

parochial school 12th grade students on June 1, 1963, was 13,969,
slightly over 8% of the total public 12th grade enrollmcat fui
that vear. 6,365 of iheSe students were in the County of Los
Angeles and 1,498 in_San Francisco.

s Master Plan, pp. 58-59.

3. The Junior College screening function of indi-
cating those students most likely to succeed in
their education beyond the lower divisiow.

4. The adopted noliey of California’s tripartite
system' of public higher education for the Uni-
versity and the State Colleges to place increased
emphasis on upper division and graduate pro-
grams.

5. The diversion of a portion of lower division stu-
dents from the State Colleges and the University
to the Junior Colleges to aid in controlling the
unmanageable size of certain institutions.

6. Costs pe- student to the State for both operation
and plant are lower in the Junior Colleges than
in the State Colleges and the University.

The Coordinating Council on December 17, 1963,
recommended that this diversion of students be re-
flected in the enrollment projections used in the capi-
tal outlay requests of the segments for the 1964-69
five-year capital outlay program. The enrollment pro-
jections for the two, four-year segments in Table 4
and elsewhere reflect this diversion as closely as pos-
sible. (A comparison of modified and status quo pro-
jections is presented in Table 7.) Jumior College
projections, however, do not consider this factor since,
at the time they were computed (August, 1964), no
statistical mzthod for determining the number of di-
verted students who enroll in Junior Colleges had
been developed.

TABLE 7

Current Projections of Siate Colleges and University of
California Full-time Students—Modified and Status Quo

Fall Term 1970 Fall Term 1975

Modified | Status Quo | Modified | Status Quo

State Colleges....._. 134,475 149,175 166,325 190,150
Univ. of Calif....... 105,150 111,950 125,300 143,600
Diverted Students 21,500 42,125

Year-Round Operations—The Effect on Enrolimenis

The Master Plan provided that the Council study
the relative merits of the trimester and four-quarter
plans for year-round use of the physical plants of
both public and private institutions. On the basis of
that study the Council recommended that a four-
quarter calendar be used by the two, four-year publie
segments by 1975.4

The inauguration of year-round use of facilities
does not change the number of students to be educated
in a given year. Rather it spreads the same number

¢CCHE Minutes of Meeting, January 28 1984, Tt should be
noted that studies were made of the 16-16-12, 16-16-6-6 and
18-18-12 calendars as well. See A Comparison of the Trimester
and Four-Quarter Calendars for Year-Round Operations. . . .,
No. 1009, February 1964,
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of students over the entire year so that in any given
term the number of students being educated is less.
The effect, then, is a delay in the date When campuses
on year-round operation reach maximum enrollments
iu the £all term. The emount of delay depends upon

the number of students enroiling in the eff-peak
quarters.

Estimates as to the number of students desiring to
accelerate their higher educational program and the
consequent effect on enrollments in tke fall of each
year have been made. University of California esti-
mates show that year-round use, instituted as now
planned, will reduce the fall enrollments in 1970 by
7,375, and in 1975 by 12,325, or 7%. The California

20

State Colleges report 1at enrollments would be de-
ereased by 7 to 9% depending upon the schedule
adopted.

Tt is estimated that a reduction of 10% is a reason-
able, though conservative, amount to plan for each
segment by 1975 and of 15% by 1980.

Enrollment projections present a clear view of con-
tinued growth in student bodies in the next 10-15
year period. In the next chapters the ability of the
segments of higher education—private colleges and
universities, Junior Colleges, California State Col-
leges and the University of California—to handle this
growth is closely examined.
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PRIVATE COLLEGES AND

The U.S. Office of Education lists 86 private ac-
credited colleges and universities in California.! The
most complete listing available shows that there is a
total of 134 private institutions (including off-campus
centers) offering some type of higher education (See
Appendix C). Although some of these schools are not
accredited by a recognized agency, it is evident that
the private segment’s contribution to higher educa-
tion in the state is substantial. The Preface in The
Master Plan pointed out:

The Master Plan Survey Team recognizes the
great contribution private colleges and universities
have made and will continue to make to the state.
It has included these institutions in the recom-
mended state-wide coordinating agency with the
opportunity for an authentic voice bearirg on poli-
cies directly affecting their welfare.?

Enrollment Growth

In the fall of 1963 about 18% of the full-time stu-
dents in the state attended private colleges or unmi-

TABLE 8

Fall Term Enroliment Projections Based Upon Fall 1963 Survey
of California Private Institutions of Higher Education

Total Lower Upper |Graduate and
enrollment division division | professional
Master Plan
Institutions (72):
Total enroliment:
) LT Y S —— 88,000 34,000 26,400 27,600
1070 cccmcceeee e 104,200 40,000 31,400 32,800
1975 cccc e m 115,500 44,000 34,900 36,600
1080ccccmccccaca- 125,000 47,500 38,000 39,500
Full-time enrollment:
19065 cmccccmeee 66,000 30,350 23,000 12,650
1070 78,200 35,000 26,650 16,550
) £ T ——— 86,500 38,700 29,000 18,800
1080 ccccccmaea 93,700 41,500 31,200 21,000
All Institutions
Surveyed (81):
Total enroliment:
(] 1; Y 90,800 35,600 27,100 28,100
1070 caccaccme e 108,200 42,300 32,500 33,400
1075 cmeeeeeeam 120,600 46,800 36,500 37,300
1980 e e 131,100 50,800 40,000 40,300
Full-time enrollment:
1065 cammmecceemm 68,600 31,750 23,700 13,050
1970 - cececmmeaan 81,800 37,175 27,575 17,050
1975 e 91,100 40,875 30,825 19,400
1080 cccvcacacan- 99,100 43,850 33,525 21,725

SOURCE: California State Department of Finance.

_T'U.S. Office of Education, Education Directory, 1963-64. Pcrt
3, Higher Education.
2 Master Plan, p. xii.
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versities.? A comparison of the current projections of
the 72 institutions queried during the development of
the Master Plan in 1957 with projections developed at
that time show that the present plans for these insti-
tutions c¢..1 for an expected increase of about 20%
over what was expected in 1957. An even greater in-
crease in ivhat can be expected from the private seg-
ment is shown in Table 8 which contains the projec-
tions for the 81 schools as compared with those of the
72 institutions in the Master Plan’s estimates.

The private colleges and universities, with very few
exceptions, are located in the metropolitan areas of
either San Francisco or Los Angeles. Table IV in
Appendix B shows the enrollment projections of insti-
tutions within counties where they are located. Only
91 of the 58 counties have private institutions of any
kind. The Los Angeles Area complex is expected to
enroll about 53% of the full-time students in the state
in private institutions in 1965 while the San Fran-
ciseo Bay Area is expected to enroll about 37% of the
students.

Today, the private institutions accommodate about
169 of the state’s full-time students, but this pro-
portion is diminishing from 23% in 1955 to an ex-
pected 13% by 1980.

New Private Institutions of Higher Education

On March 31, 1964, representatives of the Associa-
tion of Independent California Colleges and Universi-
ties presented a report on private education in Cali-
fornia to the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education which included some prognoses of the de-
velopment of that segment in the forseeable future.
The information on. projected growth is summarized
below.

Since World War II ended, seven, four-year pri-
vate colleges have veen established in California: Cali-
fornia Lutheran College, California Western Tni-
versity, Claremont Men’s College, Harvey Mudd
College, Marymount College, University of San Diego
College for Men, and University of San Diego College
for Women. Their combined enrollment in the fall of
1963 was 4,087.

3 Bnrollment data used in thig chapter were compiled by the
Department of Finance by use of a questionnaire sent to each of
the accredited private institutions. Responses from 81 schoolg
}V?fe \ixsed in developraent of the projections shown in Table 8
ollowing.

4The Very Rev. Charles S. Casassa, S.J., Statement to the
Coordinating Council on the Growth Projections for Privale In-
stitutions of Higher Education in California, March 31, 1964.
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Pitzer College, part of the Claremont group, opened
in September 1964. It is a college for women and it
expects to enroll 100 to 125 students this fall.

St. Michael’s, a co-educational institution sponsored
by the Episcopal Church, is definitely projected at the
University of the Pacific, but it is not known when it
plans to receive its first class.

Yeshiva University, ¢ Jewish-sponsored institution,
pians to build a $2,000,000 complex to include a lib-
eral arts college and an espanded teachers’ institute
in Tos Angeles. The opening date is uacertain.

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
has acquired two sites, one in the San Ferno.do Val-
ley and the other northwest of Anaheim, for future
junior eolleges. It is possible that these two institu-
tions would later expand into four-year eolleges.

There has been some discussion of a Presbyterian-
sponsored college at the University of the Pacific, bue
this is still quite nebulous. The President of the Uni-
versity of the Pacific has said that there is some inter-
est in a Catholie-sponsored college within the Uni-
versity, though this, too, is still very unecertaia.

Representatives of Antioch College of Ohio have
heen exploring the possibility of encouraging the de-
velopment of an Antioch-type college in California.

The long-range policy of the Claremont Colleges is
to develop additional colleges as needed and as re-
sources can be found. Sinee 1945, Claremont Men’s
College, Harvey Mudd College and now Pitzer College
hsve been established 3a accord with this policy. Land
is still available for six new colleges. '

In brief, one new, four-year private college was
opened in September, 1964. Other colleges are defi-
nitely planned, but their dates of opening are uncer-
tain. Three more are not beyond the discussion stage.
Two junior colleges which may ultimately expand
into four-year colleges have progressed to the point
of actual land acquisition. At Claremont additional
colleges are a genuine possibility under the group’s

long-range policy.
%x % %

In his remarks to the Council’s Committee on Phys-
jeal Facilities on Septemler 15, 1964, President

George Benson of Claremont Men’s College had the
following to say relative to the role of the private seg-
ment:3

In thinking about the role of independent in-
stitution: in a state where public higher educa-
tion is as important and as high quality as in
(California, I like to think of several specifie val-
ues in the nrivate higher educational pregram.

1. Independent institutions take a considerable
load off of the state budget estimated to be well
over $110,000,000. Aside from the California
State Scholarship program and federal research
programs, the whole budgets of these ixstitutions
are carried by tuition payments and by private
donors.

2. The independent institutions add a consid-
erable opportunity for variety and experimenta-
tion in educational programs. The foreign cam-
pus programs of Stanford, Redlands and Whit-
tier are examples, as are the formation of the
group plans in the Claremont Colleges ané at the
University of the Pacific. We are pleased to note
that the University of California is using some
features uf the group plan on two of its campuses.

5. The exisience of indepcndent institutions ig,
1 believe, a real bulwark of academic freedom
and academic independence. If we go back to the
teachers’ oath controversy at the University, for
example, I am sure that the lack of such oaths in
independent colleges was helpful. I am sure that
undue legislative interference with the Univer-
sity and State Colleges is avoided in part be-
cause there are private colleges and they have
established a tradition of independence which
people wish public institutions to have simulta-
neously. We were all very pleased when the State
Colleges received a dearee of indcpendence some-
what corresponding to that of the University.

If these ressons are valid, we all (public and
private) have a genuine stake in the preservation
and growth of independent higher educational
institutions of the state.

s Gesrge C. S. Benson, vemarks to the Committee on Physical
Facilities of the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
September 15, 1964, in Los Angeles.




CHAPTER V
THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL JUNIOR COLLEGES

In 1959 the Master Plan for Higher Education
identified the need for new Junior College campuses
in 21 different areas of the state. In 2ddition, the Plan
recommended inclusion, as rapidly as possible, of all
territory in the state within districts operating Junior
Colleges, so that all parts of the state would share in
the operation, control and support of Junior Colleges.

Despite the fact that the recommendations regard-
ing the financing of both operating and capital out-
lay expenditures for the Junior Colleges have not been
fully realized, it is interesting and highly encouraging
to review what has happened in Junior College de-
velopment in California since 1959.

Shown below is the list of school distriets reported
in the Master Plan as needing new Junior Colleges,
along with actions taken in each area sinece that time.

-Eleven new Junior Colleges have been organized in
the 21 areas recommended by the Master Plan, and
annexations and the construction or planning of new
campuses have taken place in all the remaining areas.
In addition, the following new districts also have been
created: College of the Desert (1962), Mt. San
Jacinto (1963), College of the Redwoods (1964) and
North Orange County (1964).

Since 1959 there has been a great expansion in the
size of existing Junior College districts. As Junior
Colleges have separated from unified and high schools
districts the newly created distriet boundaries have
often exceeded those of the old omes. As of July 1,
1964, there were only eight unified sehocl distriets and
two high school districts maintaining Junior Colleges
while there were some 56 separate Junior College dis-
tricts. As a result of this expansion over 80% of the
high school average daily attendance and over 80%
of the state’s assussed valuation are within districts
maintaining Junior Colleges according to a 1963 sur-
vey of the California Junior College Association.

The map shown on the following page, prepared by
the Bureau of Junior College Education of the State
Department of Education, graphically illustrates the
coveragc of the state by distriets operating Junior
Colleges. Thic map was prepared in April 1964 and
already since that time several new districts have
been formed bringing additional new territory within
Junior College districts: the Los Rios Distriet encom-
passing Sacramento, El Dorado and Yele counties and
a new distriet in the northern part of Orange County.

A number of existing districts are also currently in
the process of constructing or actively planning addi-

3-—36335-C

School Districts to be included County Action

San Diego City Unif. (Additional | San Diego San Diego Mesa
campuses)

Los Angeles J.C. (Additional | Los Angeles Campus in planning
campus) stage

Alhambra H.S., El Monte U.H.S. | Los Angeles Annexed to Los Angeles
and Montebello Unif. Junior College Dis-

trict
Hayward T.H.S., Waslington | Alameds Chabot College (1961)

U.H.S., and San Leandro Unif.

Whittier U H.8.oc e oo Los Angeles Rio Hondo College
(1963)
Sequoia U.H.S. and Pescadero | San Mateo Annexed to San Mateo
U.H.S.
Anaheim UH.S. .o cceoocaaooo Orange North Orange County

J.C. District (1963)

Campbell U.H.S., Live Oak | Santa Clara West Valley J.C. (1964)

U.H.S., and Santa Clara U.H.S.

San Mateo J.C. (additional cam- | San Mateo
puses)

In planning stage

Annexed to Ventura
College (1963)

Oxnard T.H.S., Moorpark Memo- | Venturs
rial U.H.8., Santa Pawa U.H.S.
Fillmore U.H.S., ard Simi
Unif.

Sweetwater U.H.S., Coronado

San Diego Grossmont College

Unif., Grossmont U.H.S. and (1961)
Mountain Empire Unif.
Contra Costa J.C. (additionel ; Conira Costa Survey {aken

campuses Antioch and nforaga)
Foothill J.C. (additional campus) { Santa Clara

Albany City Unif., Berkeley City | Alameds
Unif. and Emeryville Uhnif.

In construction

Part of Peralta Junior
College District
(1964)

All unified and high school dis-
tricts in Merced and Madera
COURnies

Burbank Unif.ceececaamceacaaea Los Angeles

Merced-Madera | Merced College (1963)

Annexed to Los Angeles

San Luis Obispo (county unif.)-..} San Luis Obispo | San Luis Obispo County
J.C. District (1964)

Unified and high school districts | East Kern-Inyo | Annexed to Bakersfield

in East Kern and Inyo counties J.C
Victor Valley UH.S. oo San Bernardino | Victor Valley College
(1981)
BarstoWe o cceeencaeccccnccneaan San Bernardino | Barstow College (1960)

tional new campuses for their districts. These include
Los Angeles, San Mateo, Foothill, Los Rios, Orange
Coast and Peralta,

Growth, often times at a rapid rate, has been the
history of the Junior Colleges, and from projected en-
rollments made by the State Department of Finance
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it appears that this will continue to be the future
pattern as well. Table V, Appendix B, shows projec-
tions to 1980 by county for full-time students for
existing Junior Colleges.

Great strides have been made within the last five
years in the development of new Junior College dis-
tricts, the expansioun of existing ones, and the creation
of a"ditional campuses within existing districts. How-
ever, it must be pointed out that 20% of the territory

24

of the state has as yet not been included within Junior
College districts and that pockets of wealth in terms
of assessed valuation continue to exist outside any
osunior College district. Therefore, the goal of inclu-
sion of the entire state within Junior College distriets
which was set forth in the Master Plan and which has
Leen consistently reaffirmed by legislative resolution
should continue to be stressed until it is ultimately
met.

B e cams g o AR T




™ F

\ : . DOSIONVHS NVS

961 ‘TI1UdV
NOLLVOAdR J40 LNIAWLUVLIAA ALV.LS
NOLLYDNAA ADATIC) HOWNAr 40 Avauad

13913381p (ooyds paysun g \
81911381p [ooyds ydiy g w-
3I0JISIP 9321100 aopunf 9¢g
I(p961 ‘1 AInf Jo 8¢ NAJIDDJJO S3IDINISIP 230700 Jopunf mau
puw uofrezjuedro 1o1a81p Uy 22usyd Jupnioul) smollo) st 82301100 Jojunf Sujurmuein 810LSIP 99 Apudsaad aae daayy -
— —
‘961 ‘1 £Inr JO ST 3ARDDJJD 10138IP 982{[00 J0junf MON s
*$961 ‘1 AIn[ Jo 8¢ 2AJI0DJ) ‘301181p 2801100 Jojunf ajeaedas v o) padueyDs
(r) ALNAOD VENX °99 (n) 0DAIQ NVS ‘v¥ (H) NASSVT ‘22 O
(f) XTTIVA LSAM °S9 (£) XFTIVA ONIQUVNUIALE NVS ‘t¥ (£) NUaEy ‘1z
(£) NUIN LSIAM °¥9 (1) OLNIWVHOVS ‘zp (£) TVIHAIWI "02 N
(r) XITIVA HOLDIA °£9 (r) AAISYIAAIY  °1¥ (f) TTISNLUVH ‘61 A
(£) ALNNOD VHALNIAA °29 (f) OGNOH O  °oF (r) (NVTTV) MOODNVH "8t N,
(N) OrATIVA 19 »(f) SAOOMAIY °6¢ (r) LNOWSSOUD “ut W&,\w
(£) HALVAMLIAAMS °09 (H) ITTIAUILYOL °8E (N) ITVaNIID *9t NA S <
»([) YALNAD ALVLS °6S «(f) VITIVHAL “LE (r) NVTIAVD ‘Sl %\
(r) XINAOD HLNOS °8S (f) vNaavsvd ‘9¢ (£) NOLYATTINA ¥l /\/\( >
(r) NOXINSIS LS (n) IAUIAA OT¥d  °SE (r) TTIHLOOd ‘€l »////\/\(/\\,«/\ )
(r) vuyais °9s (r) HVNOIVd  ‘¥E (f) ONINVD 13 ‘2l AN 'y
(f) VLSVHS °SS (r) LSVOD ADNVHO °Et (r) VLSOD VHLNOD ‘It »«\,\\,\\//..\% 2 o
(r) sviondas »s (r) AVESTHVO-AAISNVIADO ‘2t (r) NOLdAWOD 0l A \K&»
(f) VSOY VINVS 'g$ »([) VAVYN ‘l¢ ) VONI'TVOD ‘6 V( W\\ @/ﬂ
(N) VOINOW VINVS °2§ (r) OLNIOVSL NVS LW °0¢ (£) XTTIVA VITIHOVOD '8 N NA W) ALINIYL
s(f) VUVESVE VINVS ‘1§ (f) OINOLNV NVS LW °62 (f) SAULID °L Wé@%@\.ﬁa\\« :
(r) VNV VLNVS "0S (r) VIOSNINAD XFUALNOW °82 (f) XAJIVHD 9 N #\\%\\/\ 7
. . : . S AANAZ
(f) OALVIN NVS "6¥ (r) OLSAAON °22 (£) SOLINHAD °S .M&./ N
»s(f) ALNAOD OJSIAO SINT NVS ‘8% () qad¥aAW ‘9T (f) OTINEAVD ‘b NV
«(r) ISOL NVS °Lb (r) NIV °S2 (f) MOLSHVE ‘E WAVAVAVA ===
(£) VL13a NINDVOL NVS ‘9% (r) SATADNV SOT ‘¥2 (£) AFATIVA IJOTALNY 2 = e
() ODSIDNVUA NVS °S¥ (n) HOVAA DNOT ‘€2 () HAAIY NVOWMAWV  °T =
*IDTSIP 10oYds
papJiun e s2)edjpul (1) {301MSIp 1ooyds Yy v xedpul (H) f191sIp 831100 Jofunf v sayedlpul (r) ANIDHT @
spolysiq 8bsjjon somuny — sbUIYIDW 413440
L N
¥ g
s}ol4sig 100ydg YbiH B S4014431Q |00YdG paliuN 0
SIA9ITTIOD HOINAM ONININLNIVIA W
\ |
1
S1O14LSId TOOHOS VINYOLAITVO
og !
T H |
[| Py e L I T e a k




U4
Cd
)
%5
vigl
Sk !
29 /,/ 4
o -

(]
(4
w .
o

R
M
@)

| - - >
/ - ® M C g ® ©
7 g ,

_~

N ‘\‘.(\ ) H:-

QUL M : F /
>))§((\é‘é\/j\% 2 ﬁ
i ~

R > uili
o e *

' >\:'\'\g/>\'\' ‘ ;) a*@t ?‘L A o

L w

MARIPOS

TUOLUMEE

STATE OF

SAN FRANGISCO




R A .4 o e

CHAPTER VI
THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL STATE COLLEGES

L e e e e e b e
)

The eighteen State Colleges which are located from
Humboldt County in the north to San Diego in the
south accommodated 80,021 full-time students in
1963, about 24% of the full-time students attending
all institutions of higher education in California,
Their phenomenal growth is a reflection of Califor-
nia’s continued support of public higher education
through the years.?

State College Enrollment Areas

Table 9 presents the projected, annual full-time
equivalent enrollments, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., in the Cali-
fornia State Colleges to 1975-76. These projections
are those used in developing the 1965-67 capital out-
lay programs. While the disparity between the ulti-
mate capacity of these institutions and the present
enrollments is great (See Table 2, Chapter II) it
should be noted that some of these institutions will
not reach their maximum capacities in the foreseeable
future at their present rates of growth, while others
are already approaching their authorized maximums,

In collecting data about present and projected
needs for State Colleges, all areas of ths state were

! For an account of the development of the State Colleges from
the first normal schools see, J. Burton Vasche, “The Califurnia
State Colleges: Their History, Organization, Purposes, and Pro-
grams,” Californic Schools, Vol. XXV, No, 1, 1954,

examined. The Council Committee on Physical Faeil-
ities held hearings at which interested citizens pre-
sented evidence with respect to specific areas of the
state. A list of those who appeared before the Com-
mittee is in the Appendix.

Boundaries of enrollment areas used in this portion
of the report have been determined by staff judg-
ments after study of available evidence. Within each
area, three factors are considered in ascertaining rel-
ative needs for a new State College. The first factor is
the degree to whieh the projected numbers of high
school graduates are sufficient to support a college.
The second is the degree to which existing facilities or

‘planned facilities can accommodate the projected
numbers of high school gra iates who will enter col-
lege. The third factor is the degree of isolation under
either of the two sets of circumstances described
earlier.

An examination of all areas within the state indi-
cates that enrollment pressures in the five areas listed
in the Master Plan still remain (ie., Los Angeles
in the Griffith Park-Glendale vicinity, San Mateo
County, Contra Costa County, Kern County and
Ventura County). The degree of isolation, however,
is greater in some areas than in others.

TABLE 9

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalents, 8 A.M.~5 P.M.
California State Colleges, 196465 to 1975-76

College 1064-65 | 1965-66 | 1966-67 | 1967-68 | 1068-60 | 1069-70 | 1070-71 | 197172 | 107273 | 197374 | 197475 1975-76
Chieo. o eeoeen 3,690 3,880 4,080 4,530 4,840 5,100 5,310 5,490 5,730 5,940 6,130 6,310
Fresno_— .. 6,170 6,380 6,560 6,780 7,000 7,180 7,330 7,440 7,570 7,730 7,850 7,930
Fullerton. .. 2,210 2,840 3,710 4,530 5,160 5,680 6,200 6,740 7,380 8,090 8,830 9,570
Hayward-——__.._.. 2,210 2,860 3,840 4,790 5,590 6,240 6,700 7,200 7,850 8,550 9,280 9,980
Humboldt-—— - 2,230 2,310 2,440 2,590 2,760 2,890 2,080 3,060 3,150 3,240 3,330 3,430
Kellogg-Voorhis.__.| 4100 4,220 4,750 5,230 5,640 6,010 6,310 6,650 7,030 7,420 7,830 8,210
Long Beach........ 9,100 9670 | 10210 f 11370 f 12,280 | 13,050 [ 13,620 | 14160 | 14780 | 15410 | 16,020 16,580
Los Angeles_. .. 8,500 92801 10050 | 10700 | 11,560 | 12,270 | 12,860 ( 13400 | 14,000 | 1458 | 15149 15,600
Palos VerdeS.em o omnfoueace oo 410 810 1,440 2,310 3,040 3,600 4,110 4,680 5,300 5,940 6,530
Sacramento....—- - 4,870 5,140 5,530 6,100 6,650 7,080 7,380 7,620 7,980 8,390 8,790 9,120
San Bernarding o - _{eooceo.... 200 630 1,130 1,840 2,520 2,990 3,380 3,810 4,230 4,650 5,040
San Diego- - -—- - 10576} 11,050 | 11,550 | . 380 | 13070 | 13,570 | 13960 | 14340 | 14720 | 15160 15,650 |  16.210
San Fernando Valley| 6,390 6,950 7,400 & 760 8,690 9,220 9,610 | 10000! 10440 10870] 11320 711700
San Francisco......... 10780 - 1L150 | 11,520 [ 11,800 | 12,000 | 12,000 [ 12,000 | 12,000 | 12000 | 12,000 12,000 | 12,000
(excess)*_——— . (360) @0 asol @710 (2350)  (2740)| (2,960 (3000 3240 (3410 (3500 (3,710)
San Jose. ... 13,730 | 14080 | 14280 | 14620 | 15050 | 15410 | 15750 [ 16,070 | 10,370 | 16700 17,000 | 17,000
(excess)* .- _____ : (50) (390)
San Luis Obispo.-_.| 6,900 7,110 7,530 7,950 8,380 8,750 9,030 9,320 9,770 | 10,250 | 10,690 | 11,080
SOnOMB e e oo oo 580 780 1,060 1,420 1,720 1,970 2,180 2,400 2,600 3,020 3,360 3700
Stanislaus. ... 190 320 500 740 1,030 1,340 1,040 1,950 2,240 2,530 2,790 3,040
All colleges......... 92580 | 99,470 [ 107,800 | 118,050 | 127,920 | 136,000 | 142,410 | 1481420 | 155430 | 162.8%0 170,240 | 177,130

* Enrollment potential in excess of college Planning figure.

SOURCE: Institutional Research, The California State Colleges, Office of the Chancellor, 7-20-64.

Francisco State College’s ceiling enrollment as
increased to 15,000 if additional site adjacent to

the same basic data as the projections for full-time students prepared by the Department

of high school graduates attending college as shown in Figure 1, This table shows San
12,000. The official ceiling is now established
the campus can be acquired.

at 13,000 with the proviso that it will be

Y
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A county by county canvass of the numbers of high
school graduates expected in 1980 incicates that in
addition to the five areas mentioned above, other
areas also may need additional colleges sometime in
the future. Los Angeles County, for instance, expects
a total of 112,250 high school graduates in 1980. This
is a little over 30% of the total number expected in
the state. However, new campuses in Los Angeles
offer a large amount of potential capacity which can
accommodate students for some time yet. Orange
County, too, is growing rapidly so that by 1980 there
will be an expected 45,325 high school graduates.
California State College at Fullerton (Orange
County) will not have reached its ceiling enrollment
before some date beyond 1980. Projections show that
enrollment pressures will surely build up in this area

_but not until sometime after this date. Riverside

County expects 8,950 high school graduates by 1980,
more than enough to meet the Master Plan minimum
potential enrollment for a new State College. How-
ever, the opening of San Bernardino State College in
the-fall of 1965 and the proximity of California State
Polytechnic College at Kellogg-Voorhis as well as
California State College at Fullerton suggests that
although it will be necessary to seriously consider the
requirements of this area in 1970, present needs can
e accommodated by existing and planned facilities.
Qanta Clara County also shows a growing need for
consideration of a new State College in the not-too-
distant future. San Jose State College will reach its
ceiling enrollment soon after 1980 if year-round use

is instituted as anticipated. The 28,500 high school
“graduates expected in 1980 will offer a tremendous

enrollment potential for a possible new campus. The
effect of this college’s reaching its ceiling enrollment
is examined below.

In compliance with the Master Plan provisions, the
five areas listed above have been studied to determine
the actual need for new State Colleges as well as
other areas where the possible need exists. Statistical
material concerning the two major metropolitan areas
in the state—the Los Angeles complex and the San

Francisco Bay area—together with special review of

San Mateo, Contra Costa and Ventura Counties and
the Glendale-Griffith Park Area are included below.
Kern County is separately examined.

The Bay Area Counties

I'he estimated population for the nine Bay Area
counties as shown in the map following in 1963 was
4,078,800 or about 22.1% of the total population of
California. This proportion is expected to hold firm
in 1975 and 1980 when the population increases to 5.7

million and 6.6 million in those years.

Thére are 71 institutions of hicher learning in the
Bay Area accommodsting over 100,000 students.

Table 10 projects the full-time enrollment for these

colleges, by segment, to 1980.
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TABLE 10

Full-time Enroliment Projections Existing Bay Area
Colleges and Usiversities

1963 1970 1975 1980
Junior Colleges_.... 28,745 52,075 65,000 83,275
State Colleges____.. 23,610 37,850 44,500 54,075
University of Cali-
fornia, Berkelay._. 26,632 27,500 27,500 27,500
Private Inatitutions. 22,271 25,100 27,200 29,300
101,258 142,525 164,200 194,150

Although the Bay Area’s population is only 23.1%
of the total state’s population, full-time enrollments
are about 31% of all those in California. In 1980 this
percentage is expected to drop to about 25%.

Table 11 skows the F.T.E. projections of the Bey
Area State Colleges as they were submitted with the
two-year capital outlay budget requests for 1965-66
and 1966-67. If the college-going rate continues as is
predicted in this table, there would be a deficit ca-
pacity for the four colleges of 1,100 F.T.E. students
(710 at San Franciseo and 390 at San Jose) by 1975
were it not for the scheduling of year-round opera-
tion.

TABLE 11

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalent Envollments
8 A.M.-5 P.M. Bay Area State Colleges,
1964-65 to 1980-81 *

. Enrollment
1064-65 | 1970-71 | 1975-76 | 1980-811 | Ceiling

Hayward_.—--.- 2,210 6,700 9,960 14,806 15,000

San Francisco---- 11,140 14,960 15,000 15,000 15,000
$(710)| 1(1,497)

San Joseocccaaae- 13,730 15,750 17,000 17,000 17,000
$(390)| 1(2,200)

Sonoma . cccaaca- 580 2,180 3,700 6,279 12,000

27,660 39,590 46,760 56,782 59,000

* Source : Extracted from Table 9.

1 Extrapolated.
Eliminated with year-round operation.

NOTE: This table assumes a 15,000 ceilin&' enrollment at San
Francisco State College instead of the 138,000 which is the pres-
ent official ﬁ%ure. With a cemn% of 13,000 there would be a
deficit of 3,100 which can be eliminated by instituting year-
round use of facilities at all campuses by 1975, Year-round use
should eliminate the deficit capacity in the Bay Area with either
the 13,000 or the 15,000 ceiling enrollment in San Francisco.

Two factors can reduce this deficit. The first is a
possible increase in capacity at any one of the State
Colleges.2 The second is a reduction of enrollments
in each term due to all-year use of the physical facili-
ties. A 10% increase in the efficiency of use of all
facilities because of all-year use in the.Bay Axrea in

2 A resolution of the Board of Trustees of the California State
Colleges at its meeting of September 3, 1964, approved the plan
to increase the F.T.E. capacity of San Francisco State College
to 15,000 based upon the acquisition of approximately 8 to 10
acres of land located north and adjacent to the ¢ampus.
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1975 should allow the colleges to accommodate over
4000 additional F.T.E. students with the facilities
they are now plenning for that year (computed by
taking 10% of the projected enrollments for 1975).

In 1964, F.T.E. enrollments at the four colleges
were 55% of the high school graduates in the nine
county area. In 1975, F.T.E. enrollments are projected
to be 62% of high school graduates (See Figure 1)
and in 1980, 68%. The increase in percentage of high
school graduates accounts for an increase of 95,260
F.T.E. students. This means that (if the projections

were ccrrect) while the proportion of eligible high

sehool graduates will diminish because of the rising
admission standards, the proportion of eligible stu-
dents expected to attend will increase® While it is
difficult to accurately foresee what will happen, it is
quite possible that the actual numbers will not exceed
these projections and may even be somewhat less.

Sonoma State College is somewhat isolated from the
more populous areas of the Bay Area, and it is not
expected that students who live in Santa Clara for
example should commute to Sonoma to attend college.
Consequently special cousideration should be made to
sxelude the effect of that campus on enrollments else-
where.

The three State Colleges at Hayward, San Fran-
ciseco and San Jose, taken together, will have grown
on the average of about 1,500 F.T.E. per year from
1965 to 1980. If year-round operation reduces the en-
rollment pressure by 10% in 1980 for these three col-
leges, in 1981 or 1982—1,500 F.T.E. students in the
Bay Area would not enroll in a State College. A re-
ductior of 15% would delay this by about a year.
Each campus authorized in 1970 or 1971 at previously
mentioned growth rates would absorb this deficit ca-
pacity by 500 to 800 students, per campus.

Table 12 contains a tabulation of the driving time
and mileage to and from selected points within the
Bay Area. Table 13 is a comparison of population and
numbers of high school graduates 1960-1980 for San
Mateo and Contra Costa counties. Needs of both
counties are considered specifically below.

TABLE 12 s

Mileage and Driving Time To and From Selected Points in
San Francisco Bay Area

Driving
time | Number
From To (minutes)| miles
San Francisco State.....__. ‘Walnut Creek.oooaeoaa e 50 33
‘Walnut Creek. ... Hayward. .o oocemacaaann 35 28
Hayward o cmmeeeeee San Mateo--cccoccnccunan 25 18
San Mateooucmcmcaccaacan San Jose State. oo ocaoaaas 45 31
Redwood Cityeoaeaococanoo San Jose State. .ococeaeo-- 35 22
Redwood City-oecccacacao- San Francisco State ... 35 31

NoTE: These mileages were logged between the hours of 10
a.m. and 2 p.m., Wednesday, September 28, 1964.

3$This was also borne out in the 1963 Chancellor’s report on
the need for new State Colleges.
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TABLE 13
'Hibh School Graduates, Contra Costa and San Mateo
1000 | 1905 | 1070 | 1975 | 1980

Contra Costa

High School Graduates..__j 4,968 7475 9,200 | 10,150 | 11,100

Population . cceccecccaao- 432,000 | 510,200 | 617,700 {730,300 | 864,800

% High School Graduates. 1.1 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.3
San Mateo

High School Graduates_._.| 4,036 6,775 7.850 8,350 9,075

Population. oo een-s 449,100 | 553,600 | 652,200 | 756,500 866,800

% High School Graduates. .9 1.2 1.2 1.1 1.0

Source: State Department of Finance.

San Mateo County. The County of San Mateo
now has a population of over half a million persons.*
The county is expeeted to grow to over 866,000 per-
sons by 1980. The 1962-63 rate of change was 4.1%,
slightly higher than the 8.7% for the state as a whole.
Abuut 54 square miles in area, the population den-
sity oi the county is now computed at about 1,000
persons per square mile. Four principal cities, San
Mateo, Daly City, Redwood City and South San Fran-
cisco, include somewhat less than half of the popula-
tion in the county.

With its 291,000 acres, it is the third smallest
county in the state. It is bounded on the west by 55
miles of coastline, on the east by 34 miles of bayshore
line, on the north by San Francisco and on the south
by Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties. The major
topographical feature of the county is the range of
mountains running north and south, densely wooded
with redwood and oaks and averaging 1,600 to 2,000
feet in elevation. About 82% of the land in the county
is privately owned. The major portion of public land
is owned by the City and County of San Francisco
for its water system, airport and golf course.

The assessed valuation of property in the county

"totals nearly one billion dollars. Per capita income in

1968 was $3,226 as compared to $2,944 for the state
as a whole.5 Manufacturing led all industries in num-
bers of persons employed in 1960. The number of em-
ployed civilian residents in all industries in 1960 was
175,099. This amounted to a percent change of 94.2%
over 1950. The percent change in the state over the
same period was only 47.7%.

The San Mateo County Master Plan, 1962 predicts
that the number of San Mateo County residents who
work outside the county will continue to increase, but
the proportion of the total labor force working outside
of the county will diminish as employment opportuni-
ties in the county inereases.® Population migration

s San Mateo County Facts ard Figures, a pamphlet prepared
by the San Mateo County Development Assn., Inc., Burlingame,
California, 1963.

s California Statistical Abstract. 1963,

¢San Mateo County Planning Commission, Master Plan, 1962,
Octoher 9, 1962, In 1962, 33% of the workers were employed in
San Franeisco, 8% in Santa Clara County.




will take place primarily into the central and south
coastal region in the future.

" There are presently two Junior Colleges: (1) Col-
lege of San Mateo with a full-time enrollment of 3,664
(total enrollment was 11,747) in the fall of 1963, and
(2) Menlo College, a private college in Menlo Park
with a full-time enrollment of 483 students. Money is
available for two additional campuses of the College
of San Mateo. Two private four-year institutions are
in the county, College of Notre Dame in Belmont with
354 full-time students and St. Patrick’s College in
Menlo Park with 251 students.

The number of high school graduates in the spring
0f 1964 was 6,500. It is expected that by 1980 there
will be 9,075. The college-going rate. computed by
comparing the number v. first-tine freshmen from
San Mateo attending all institutions in the state with
the number of high school graduates for that same
year, is 629 per 1,000 high school graduates as com-
pared with the state rate of 559.7 San Mateo sent 344
students to the various campuses of the University of
California in the fall of 1963 as first-time freshmen.
Of this number, 186 went to the Berkeley campus, 54
to the Davis campus, 14 to UCLA, 6 to Riverside and

84 to the Sants Barbara cawpus.

San Francisco State College accommodated 207
first-time freshmen from San Mateo’s high schools in
the fall of 1963 while San Jose State received 243.
Two other State Colleges enrolled more than 10 firs:-
time freshmen from San Mateo County that year,
California State Polytechnic College at San Luis
Obispo with 41 and Chico State College with 24. A
total of 262 first-time freshmen in the county attended
some private college or university campus during the
fall of 1963. Of these 44 attended Stanford Univer-
sity. ) o

Table 12, preceding, shows the travel time from
various points in the Bay Region to the State Colleges
in the area. The San Mateo County Development
Association lists three important factors which will
change the transportation picture in the county and
will probably accelerate the growth of the arca. These
are: (1) the completion of the Bast-West Highway
186, San -Bruno to Pacifica, will provide easier cross
county travel, and the final planning for the extension
of 19th Averiue Freeway to the coast will open the
entire South Coast area for development; (2) a co-
ordinated ecity/county road system will have been
established by 1980, and (3) full planning and adop-
tion of a mass transportation system will link the
county to both the San Francisco metropolitan area
and also to Santa Clara County-San Jose area.®

— r—

7 For a further analysis of the college going rates in all coun-
tles see Table VIII in Appendix B.

s Henry Bostwick, Jr., San Matieo County Development Asso-
clation, Inc. a letter to the Council staff, October 1, 1964. '

Contra Costa County. Contra Costa had an esti-
maied population of 468,200 persons in 1963.2 The
county is expected to increase to 864,800 by 1980.
The rate of change from 1962 to 1963 was 4.6%, al-
most one percentage point above the state rate of
change for the same period. The county has 134 square
miles of area with a density of population of over
550 persons per square mile. Three cities lying along
the San Franc'sco and San Pablo Bay—Richmond,
El Cerrito and San Pablo—have a combined popula-
tion of over 120,000 people. The larger cities east of
the hills, which divide the county, include Concord
(population 52,500), Antioch (population 19,800),
Walnut Creek (population 13,700), and Martinez,
(population 11,600). '

The following excerpt from the California State
Development Plan Program 1° summarizes some of the
economic changes over recent years:

Heavy industrial exzpansion along the north
shore of Contra Costa County occurred in the early
1950’s or before, and employment has been stable
during the past five years. Those employing over
1,000 are California and Hawaiian Sugar, Crock-
ett; U.S. Steel, Pittsburg; Shell Oil, Martinez;
and Tidewater Oil, Avon. (U.S. Steel, which
now employs 3,200-3,700, recently acquire¢ and
for expansion to 11,000-14,000 jobs.) Noruaern
and central Contra Costa County industries in
the 500-1,000 employee bracket are Aerojet-Gen-
eral Nucleonics, San Ramon; Crown Zellerbach,
Antioch; Dow Chemical, Pittsburg; Fibreboard
Paper Products, Antioch; and Union Oil, Rodeo.
Those employing 250-500 persons are Ameri-
can Smelting and Refining, Selby; Johns-Man-
ville, Pittsburg; Shell Chemical, Pittsburg; and
Systron-Donner, Concord. Aerojet and Systron-
Donner are the largest employers among several
firms that presage the beginning of a space age
industrial ecomplex in the Concord-Walnut Creek-
3an Remon area, which is readily accessible both
to the University at Berkeley and the AEC instal-
lation at Livermore. Bethlehem Steel Company
recently hought an 1,800 acre site at Pinole Point
north of Richmond and is- expected to build a
steel plant that will create 4,000 jobs.

The number of employed civilian residents in all
industries in 1960 was 142,569. This amounted to a
percent change of 46.1% over 1950. Per capita income
for 1963 was $2,245 and the assessed valuation ex-
ceeded $1 billion. o

In a letter to the Council staff, the Contra Costa
County Director of Planning stated the following with
respect to future transportation problems and solu-
tions: '

9 Department of Finance, op. cit. |
10 Livingston and Blayney, California State Department Plan
Pr%gram, Report to the State Office of Planning, November 1963,
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‘We anticipate that the advent of rapid transit
service to Contra Costa County will intensify
and expand residential and commercial develop-
ment in central Contra Costa. Commute time to
and from major employment areas in the East
Bay and San Francisco is expected to be substan-
tially reduced, thereby enhancing the accessibil-
ity and desirability of residential areas in the
central county.

Completion of the freeway route connecting
Interstate 80 at Cordelia with San Jose and
the South Bay via the Martinez-Benicia Bridge
and central Contra Costa County will enable sub-
stantial volumes of truck and automobile traffic
to bypass the congested East Bay, enroute to Sac-
ramento and points east. This new flow of traffic
is likely to stimulate highway oriented commer-
cial development in the eentral county.?

Two Junior Colleges—Contra Costa College in San
Pablo and Diablo Valley Collage in Concord—en-
rolled a total of 4,466 full-time students in 1963. Total
enrollment exceeded 11,000 that year. Two private
institutions of higher education in the county are St.
Mary’s (‘oilege in Moraga Valley enrolling 862 full-
time students and Western Baptist College (a Bible
College) 1n Bl Cerrito with 155 students. Other Junior
Colleges are being contemplated in the vieinities of
Danville, El Cerrito, Richmond and Antioch.

'The number of high school graduates in the spring
of 1964 was 7,300. It is expected that by 1980 there
will be 11,000, The college-going rate, computed in
the same manner as was done for San Mateo County
by comparing the number of first-time freshmen
from Contra Costa attending all institutions in the
state with the number of high school graduates for
that same year, is 580 per 1,000 high school graduates.
(Again, the state rate for 1963 was 559.)

Contra Costa sent 404 students to the various cam-
puses of the University of California in the fall of
1963 as first-time freshmen. Of this number, 222
went to the Berkeley campus, 109 to the Davis
campus, 12 to UCLA, 5 to Riverside and 56 to Santa
Barbara.

The distribution of high school graduates in 1963
to the various State Colleges in the state as first-time
freshmen was as follows:

Hayward oo 13 San Diego oo 5
Cal. Poly., KV, ... 3 Sonoma 1
Chico 67 Cal. Poly., S.LO. _____ 53
Fresno 36 San Fernando —_______ 2
Humboldt - 14 San Francisco —e—————_ 116
Long Beach .. 1 San Jo8e oo 91
Sacramento oo 22

There were 184 first-time freshmen from Contra Costa
attending private colleges in the state in the fall of
1963.

11 Thomas @, Heaton, Director of Planning, Contra Costa

County, a letter to the Council staff dated October 5, 1964.
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The Los Angeles Area Complex

The Los Angeles Area complex as defined for this
study consists of the countizz of Lios Angeles, Ven-
tura, San Bernardino, Riverside a«.d Orange. The map
following shows the location of each of the existing
State Colleges with the area encompassed by a radius
of twenty miles from each campus center. The esti-
mated population for these counties in 1963 was
8,773,900 or about 49.6% of the total populetion in
Californis. 12 ‘This proporticn is expected to be about
the same in 1950.

Seventy institntions of higher cducation accommo-
dated 149,936 full-time stndents Auring the fall of
1963 within this compler. Vable 14 projects the full-
time enroliments of ike existing institutions in the
area by segment to the year 1980. The full-time higher
education enrollments in the Lios Angeles complex
were 45.6% of the total enrollments of the state, in-
dicating perhaps that the opportunity for higher edu-
cation is greater in the Bay Area than in Los Angeles
or perhaps that the college-going rate among high
school graduates is higher in the former, or that both
factors are operative.

TABLE 14

Full-time Enroliment Projections, Existing llos Angeles Area
Colleges and Universities

1963 19685 1970 1975 1980

Junior Colleges___..._._._.__ 65,630 | 86,875 | 108,725 | 136,175 | 154,400
State Colleges____ ... 25475 | 32,175 | 51,725 | 68,100 | 87,050
University of California

Campuses. e ccmccaaoo- 24,321 | 21,300 | 40,975} 47,950 | 58,925
Private institutions.___..___ 34,610 | 36,475 | 42,875 | 48,000 | 52,400

149,036 | 186,825 | 244,300 | 300,225 | 352,775

Table 15 shows the projected annual F.T.E. en-
rollments (& a.m.—b5 p.m.) in the State Colleges of
Los Angeles Area complex to 1980. By that year,
without considering the effect of year-round use of
facilities, Long Beach State College will have just
reached its ceiling enrollment capacity and Los An-
geles State College will have exceeded its ultimate
capacity (16,800 F.T.E.) by about 2,000 F.T.E. Year-
round use of facilities will delay the time when these
two institutions will reach their maximum enroll-
ments to a date beyond 1980.

In 1964, I*.T.E. enrollments in the State Colleges in
the Lios Anpeles Area were 27.5% of the high sehool
graduates in contrast with 55% in the Bay Area.
Projected enrcllments anticipate that the percent will
rise t0 51% in 1980.

Enrollments in the seven State Colleges of the five-
county Los Angeles Area Complex are expected to

lgléaBased on a total population computed at 17,675,000 in July
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grow at the rate of somewhat less than 5,000 F.T.E.
per year to 1980. (See Table 15.) Should this rate
continue, deficit capacity will not begin to occur until
approximately 1567.

TABLE 15

Projected Annual Full-time Equivalents, 8 A.M.—5 P.M., State
Colleges in Los Angeles Area Complex, 19° 5-66 to 198081

Earoll-
ment
1964-65 | 1970-71 | 1975-76 [1980-81%| Ceiling

Glendale-Griffith Park Area. In listing the fva
areas which the Master Plan required be studied by
the co-ordinating agency ‘‘before considering che
need for new state colleges in any other arcas of the
state . . . ,”” one such area was described as the ‘‘Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area, Griffith Park-
Glendale vicinity.’’ 'That area appears as Area III
on the map of Los Angeles County High School Dis-
tricts shown followirg.

In his testimony on September 15, 1964, before the
Council’s Committee on Physical Facilities, Louis R.
Nowell, Councilman from the First District, City of

.................. , 6,200 | 9.570 | 14,772 | 20,000 : ]
it e — 7300 | 39| aoi0 | 10682 | 30000 Los Angeles, presented the following growth expecta
Long Beach.——-—-oo-oem-- 9,100 | 13,620 | 16,580 | 20,183 | 20,000 tions for the area:

Yoo Avgelennoeo. 5500 | 12,800 | 15600 | 1008 | 16,500 The present population of this East Valley Study
|ty Area is estimated to be 524,811 with a projected popu-

San Burmarding - || 20%0| 5040 | g4 | mopo  lation .. 505,000 iix 1970 and 708,000 in 1980.

San Fernando Valley....... 6,390 | 9,610 ; 11,700 | 14,244 | 20,000 The population table shown at the bottom of this

30,210 | 55,190 | 73,230 | 99,146 | 136,800

* Iixtrapolated.
T Eliminated with year-round use.

Table 16 coniains a tabulation of the driving time
and mileage to and from selec.ed points within the
Los Angeles complex.

TABLE 16

Mileage and Driving Time To and From Selected Points in
Five County Los Angeles Complex

Driving | Number
time of

page indicates past growth and probable future
growth in the East Valley Area.

Since this area is only a portion of the entire
county of Lios Angeles it is difficult to obtain certain
economic data on a comparable basis with other coun-
ties in the state. However, the following appears per-
tinent :

The Monthly Summary of Business Conditions in
Southern California stated in its September 1964 pub-
lication that:18

Los Angeles County, gaining almost 150,000 new
residents, has accounted for nearly 40 percent of
the 14-county area growth in the past year. It is the
focal point of Southern California, and has been
gaining in population through natural inercase and

in-migration almost equally. Much of the county’s

From , To (minutes)) - miles erowth is taking place in the outlying areas. At the
Venbura Sen Fernando Valley State same time, its hign degree of urbanization, and the
College...mmmmmmemeeee 58 | 56.9 declining availability of land for residential and in-

San Fernando Valley State | Glendale-Burbank Area

dustrial purposes, has scparked the population

College e cm e - (Alpmeda St. at Hwy. 99) 29 23.0 . N .
Glendale-Burbank Ares | Los Augeles State College...| 17 13.2 growth and economic expansion of adjacent coun-
(Alameda St. and Hwy. .
99) fies.
Los Angeles State College...| Cal. Poly at K. Voo oo 22 20.9
Col Paly at KoVeerm oo Romde (Mein at Hwy. ) An indication as to wheie a large part of the growth
___________________ 28.6
Riverside (Main St. at Hwy. | San Bernardino State Col- has recently taken place in Los Angeles Couniy is
305) lege (new site XKendall . . 14
and Morgan)e o o - 21 16.3 given 1n a recent report:

NOTE : These mileages were logged between the hours of 10
a.m. and 7 p.m. on Monday, October 19, 1964,

1 Security First National Bank, Research Department, Sep-
tember 1, 1964. ..
1% Po%ulation Estimate by Statistical Areas, City of Los An-

geles, Bulletin 1961-3, July 1, 1961.
1950 1960 1964 1970 1980
Los Angeles City (portion) - oo oo 159,435 262,260 288,600 338,000 424,000
Los Angeles County (POTtion)ee oo oo : 5,000 8,500 |. 10,100 ‘1000 | T 12,000
BUIDARK o - o e e e e e e e e e e 78,577 90,155 95,000 102,000 107,000
Glendale (POTtION) e oo e e e e T RS 95,702 119,442 130,511 144,000 165,000
O 338,714 480,357 524,811 595,000 708,000
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1. Alhambra City High 16. Downey Unified 31. Paramount Unified
2. Antelope Valley Joint Union 17. Duarte Unified 32. Pasadena Unified
3. Arcadia Unified 18. El Monte Union 33. Pamona Unified
4. Baldwin Park Unified 19. El Segundo Unified 34.- San Marino Unified -
5. Bellflower Unified 20. Excelsior Union 35. Santa Monicq Unified
’ 6. Beverly Hills Unified ’ 21. Glendale Unified 36. South Bay Union
. 7. Bonita Unified 22. Glendora Unified . - 37. South Pasadena Unified
8. Burbank Unified 23. Inglewood Unified 38. Temple City Unified
9. Centinela Valley Union 24. La Canada Unified 39. Tarrance Unified
- 10. Charter Oak Unified 25. La Puento Union 40. West Cavina Unified
11, Citrus Union s _ 26. Long Beach Unified 41. Whittier Union
8 12. Claremont Unified 27.'Los Angeles City High 42. Wm.' S. Hart Union

13." Compton Union 28. Lynwood Unified = ~ - 43. Ranchito Unified
14. Covina-Yalley Unified 29. Monravia Unified
15. Culver City Unified . 30. Montebello Unified

* Prenqred by the Office af Institufional Research, Chancellor’s Office, California State Colleges Board of Trustees, Inglewvod, Californic, 1963. . J




In conformance witk the established trend, the
San Fernando Valley accounted for the major por-
tion of the City’s popnlation growth. An estimated
7,000 new residents during the second quarter of
the year swelled the Valley population total to 778,-
000 persons.

Higher education opportunities for the Glendale-
Grifith Park area are substantially those outlined
previously for the Lios Angeles Area complex—T71 of
the 97 institutions in the five county Los Angeles
complex are within Los Angeles County alone; of
these several are adjacent or within the San Fernando
Valley area.

Ventura County. The county of Ventura had a
population of 252,600 persons in 1963, with 738,000
expected by 1980. The 1962-63 rate of change was
7.6%, considerably higher t n the state average in-
crease of 3.7%. The county encompasses 1851 square
miles and the density of population was 136.5 persons
per square miles in 1963. The cities of Fillmore, Ojai,
Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura and Santa Paula
contribute about half of the population of the county
within their city limits. The population is distributed
as follows by planning areas: 15

Popu. “on Population Increase

Planning Area April 1960 | April 1964 | Number | Percent
Camarillo. .o 17,270 22,579 5,309 30.7
Conejo-Coastalo oo _—o-.. 9,941 27,001 17,660 | 171.6
Fillmore-Piru- oo ____. 8,755 9,310 555 6.3
Yos Padres. .o ocaeee 309 324 15 4.9
MoorpArK. e e 4,013 4,895 882 22.0
[0\ TR, 15,288 18,769 3,481 22.8
(077570 o'« S, 72,217 97,885 25,608 35.4
fantaPaula. oo 16,905 18,780 1,875 11.1
F3H1 11\ TS 8,110 32,491 24,381 300.6
Ventura. o oo 46,270 56,241 9,971 21.5
Totals_ o ____ 199,138 288,275 89,137 44.8

(Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 1960 and Ventura Couaty
Planping Department.)

1. deseribing the geographical make up of the
county the study reported the following:

Ventura County involves two roughly equal sec-
tions—a northern area consists of ruggsd, and in
many parts inaccessible mountain country, and a
southern area of fertile valleys and low plains. 'the
southern area represents the urban center of the
Couaty. v . population of the northern area, be-
cause of the rugged mountain terrain, is limited ; in
the southern section, however, the topography of
the land lends itself to enormous utilization as &
major population center.

18 Ventura County State Collese Committee, A Ventura County
State College Operational in 1970, a report submitted to the
%’hygica{smi.glslitles Committze of the Coordinating Council, Sep-
ember 15, .
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One added factor may be of interest. If we draw
a line bisecting tte County from east to Santa
Paula to east of Camarillo we now find that ap-
proximately 75% of our population live west of this
line and more than 40 miles f-om the present San
Fernando Valley State College. In 1985, the Ven-
tura County Planning Department estimates that
62% of the populativn will still live west of this
line1¢

" The assessed valuation for the entire county for the
year 1963-64 was nearly $600,000,000. Per capita in-
come for 1963 was $2,225, somewh 't lower than the
average for the state. Over 68,200 persons were em-
ployed in the county in all industries in 1960 with
the greatest numbers in agriculture, trade and gov-
ernment.1?

The one Junior College in the county is Ventura
College with a full-time enrollment of 1,921 students
and a total enrollment of 5,156 and located in the city
of Ventura. Two private four-year institutions in the
county are California Lutheran College in Thousand
Oaks with an enrollment of 537 full-time students,
and St. John’s College in Camarillo with a full-time
enrollment in 1963 of 358.

The number of high school graduates in the spring
of 1964 was 3,200 and it is expected that by 1980 there
will be 12,750. The college-going rate, compuied by
comparing the number of first-time freshmen from
Ventura County attending all institutions in the state
with the number of high school graduates for the same
year is 547 per 1,000 high school graduates, slightly
lower than the State average of 559.

Ventura sent 105 students to the various campuses
of the University of California in the fall of 1563 as
first-time freshmen. Of this number, 21 attended the
Berkeley campus, 6 went to Davis, 26 to UCLA, 2
went to Riverside and 50 attended Santa Barbara.
The distribution of first-time freshmen from Ventura
to the State Colleges is as follows:

Cal. Poly K.V, _________ 8 San Diego oo 6
Chico 4 Sonoma 1
Fresno 6 Cal. Poly., S.L.O. ——___ 28
Humboldt —————____ 2 San Fernando ——————___ 10
Tong Beach 5 San Franeiseos ——-—————- 2
Los Angeles o _____ 1 San Jose 16
Sacrament0 ———e—ee———_ 1

Kern County. Kern County had a population of
812,900 persons as of July 1963. The county is ex-
pected to grow to nearly 457,000 by 1980. The 1962-63
rate of change was 2.0% as compared to the state rate
of 3.7%. The area of Kern is 8,152 square miles, the
density of population 38.4 persons per square mile.
The county is the third largest in the state and lies at
the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley, the

Techachapis making up the southern boundary of the
18 Ibid,

17 Ventura County XEconomic Development Association, Ven-
tura County, California 1964 Factual Analysis, Ventura, 1964.




county. The two largest cities are Bakersfield with
more than 160,000 people and Delano with a popula-
tion somewhat larger than 11,000.

Four transcontinental highways eross Kern County,
U.S. 99 running north and south through Bakersfield,
U.S. 466 Barstow westward to Paso Robles, via Mo-
jave and Bakersfield, U.S. 6 from Los Angeles through
Rosamond and Mojave to points north in the Sierra
Mountains, and U.S. 899 from Ventura on the Pacifie
Coast through Maricopa and Taft to Greenfield which
lies seven miles south of Bakersfield.

The assessed valuation of the county in 1963-64 was
nearly $800,000,000 and the per capita income, $2,333
which may be compared to $2,944 in the state. Em-
ployment in the county for various categories of 1in-
dustry in 1961 was: mining, 6,921 persons employed ;
manufacturing, 6,281; construction, 4,338; utilities,
4,061; trade, 16,516; finance, 2,332; service, 2021;
other, 1,940.18

There arz no four-year institutions of higher educa-
tion in Kern County. There are two Junior Colleges,
Bakersfield Coliege with a 1963 full-tie enrollment
of 2,667 and a total enrollment of 5,631 and Taft Col-
lege in Taft with a 1963 full-time enrollraent of 343
and a total enrollment of 567. The Off-Campus Center
of Fresno State College located in Bakersfield enrolled
146 full-time students in programs in teacher educa-
tion (total enrollment was 50C) in the fall of 1963.

The college-going rate, computed by comparing the
number of first-time freshmen from Xern County
attending all institutions in the state with the number
of high school graduates for that same year, is 535 per
1,000 high school gradnates as compared with the state
rate of 559 per 1,000 for 1963.

Kern County sent 78 students as first-time fresh-
men to the various campuses of the University of
California in the fall of 1963. Of these, 24 went to
Berkeley, 8 attended Davis, 9 enrolled at UCLA, 7 at
Riverside and 25 at Santa Barbara.

Distribution of first-time freshmen from Kern
County to the State Colleges during the fall of 1963
was as follows:

Hayward = — - 1 Sacrament0 —————_.__ 4
Cal. Poly., K.V —_ 3 San Diego .ooceeeee— 8
Chico - 3 Cal. Poly, SLO.._..__ 42
Fresno 12 San Fernando ———————__ 2
Long Beach . .—_ 6 San Francisco ———————__ 4
T.os Angeles —— o~ _- 1 San J0Se oo 14

The preceding sections have reviewed the situation
by selected geographic areas. In eanvassing the entire
state, county by county, the only counties with popu-
lous areas lying outside the 20 mile radii of the State
Colleges are Santa Barbara and Monterey Counties.
The projected number of high school graduates in
these counties plus the proximity of a University

18 Kern County Board of Trade, 4n Ecoxnomi¢c Survey, a report
compiled by the Economic Deve ngment and Research Depart-
ment of the California Stato Chamber of Commerce, Bakersfield,
California, 1961, - ! S St

campus indicate that neither presently has as pressing

needs for additional State Colleges as have the five
above mentioned areas.

Student Mobility

The term ‘‘student mobility’’ as used in the context
of this report is meant to connote the degree to which
siudents attend colleges outside of the area in which
they normally make their residence. A difficulty in
measuring student mobility lies in the practice of
many students (especially graduate students and
often transfer students) of establishing residence near
the location of the campus they are attending. (Tables
have been prepared to show the distribution of first-
time freshmen from high schools in each county in the
state to the State Colleges and the campuses of the
University for the fall of 1963, see Tables VI and VII
in Appendix B.)

Student mobility is a function of several heard-to-
measure variables. Three prominent ones are: (1) stu-
dents often want to attend a collzge campus away
from parental and home-town environment; (2) some
colleges have specialized programs which attract stu-
dents on a statewide basis, and (3) the older State
College and University campuses sometimes are seen
as offering more prestige than newer ones.

An esamination of the permanent residences of
first-t'me freshmen shows that the county in which
the college is located contributes the greatest number
of students, as is to be expected. The colleges which
draw the largest proportion of their first-time fresh-
men from counties other than the county where they
are located are: (1) California Polytechnic College
at San Luis Obispo—about 90% from other counties;
(2) San Francisco—over 70% from other counties,
most of them being from Contra Costa, Alameda and
San Mateo counties, and (8) Chico with over 70%
from other counties. Los Angeles continues to send
many first-time freshmen to nearly all State College
campuses. It is interesting to note, however, that the
four State Colleges within the county of Los Angeles
draw only about 14% of their first-time freshmen
from other counties. (See Table VI, Appendix B)

In the fall of 1963 there were 638 undergraduate
students from the various campuses of the University
of California who transferred to one of the State Col-
leges. In addition to these students, 10,796 students
transferred from the Junior Colleges in the state and
794 from the private colleges in the state. Out-of-
state transfers totaled 2,174 and transfers within the
segment itself totaled 1,230.1°

Student mobility does not appear to be a function
of unique programs, though a comprehensive study
on the subject has yet to be made. A preliminary
study of the matter was recently made by Robert

19 Department of Finance, Sources of Transfer Undergraduate
Students, Regular and Fuli-Tlme, Zall 1963, an unpublished re-
port dated June 9, 1964. . - = AR .
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Berdahl for the Council. In hi: report, Dr. Berdahl
stated :

. . . When it comes time to redireet students
to other campuses within the segments, neither
the University at Berkeley nor the State Colleges
at San Francisco or San Jose will experience
major difficulty in. marshalling the requisite num-
bers of students from among those unbound by
considerations of specialized curriculums. Pre-
sumably this will later hold true for other cam-
puses when they are faced with overcrowding
problems.2¢

If students were completely mobile, unused capac-
ity at any State College would be available to any
eligible student in the state. However, every State
College but one draws more first-time freshmen from
the county of its lo:ation thau from any other county.
Ten out of fi*teen State Colleges attract a majority
of their first time freshmen from the counties where
they are located. Thus, when a State College is close
at hand, most students tend to enroll in it rather
than to attend elsewhere. In this report, students are
considered to be mobile when distances and travel
times to a college are not excessive.

Potential Fall Term Enrollments in Possible
New Locations

Potential fall term enrollments for possible new
State Colleges if located in the areas discussed above
may be estimated. Table 17 shows the potential en-
rollment in 1980 in colleges that might be established
in the five areas, Contra Costa, San Mateo, Ventura,
Kern and Los Angeles in the vicinity of Cilendale-
Burbank if opened in 1970. (These potential enroll-
ments were developed by up-dating the California
State Colleges’ Study on Need for Additional State
Colleges data and using the college-going rates and
enrollment drawing areas as defined in that study.?!)

TABLE 17

. Fall Term Enrollment Projections for Possible New State
Colleges After an Initial Ten-year Period of Development,

i980-81 *
Full-time fall
term enrollments
College location 1980
Contra Costa oo cmmmccccc oo ce 7,700
KON ercancmance——mcmarmme—mmmee-cccacacacmannaas 3,820
Los Angeles (Glendale-Griffith Park area). —oooooo... 8,300
San Mateo . oo cmmemameocccmceaccaca o imm—aiaaaan 7,860
VentUrfeeccccn-ccsmmecesmscccacccacnencasncnanan 6,910

* This table does not indicate priority of need, nor dves it
include the effect of possible new instructions on existing ones,

2 3pecralized Curriculums and the Diversion and Redirection
of Students, a report prepared ior the Council, No. 1010, June
964.
1 gMav 1, 1963. The high school graduates and the college-
oing rates used to compute the potential enrollment can be
ound in Table III, Appendix C and Table V1iI, Appendix B.

PPy
.

36

Essentially the method used designates the county
where the possible new campus is t6 be loeated as the
primary enrollment zone with the college-going rate
derived from the experience at otker colleges in the
system. Secondary enrollment zones consist of those
counties contiguous with the primary zone and which
can be expected to contribute students to the new
campus but in much lesser proportior. The state as
a whole is considered a fertiary zore with a still
smaller rate applied.>?

Any one of the five areas, according to these pro-
jections, could support a new State College meeting
minimum . .rollments in Table 1. These campuses
could be expected to grow with comparatively equal
rapidity with the exception of Kern County, where
there is considerably more isolation as well as fewer
potential enrollments. However, it shoald be noted
that while today San Mateo County has somewhat
more than 40,000 persons than does Contra Costa
County this lead is expected to drop to 2,000 in 1980
and according to a recent U.S. Department of Com-
merce Study, Contra Costa, in the year 2020 with a
population of 2,120,000 will exceed that of San Mateo
(with an expected population then of 1,750,000) by
370,000 people.>® The number of high school gradu-
ates in 1980 will be about 2,000 greater in Contra
Costa County than in San Mateo. (See Table 13).

The Effect of New State Colleges on Existing En-
rollments. A new State College in any one of the
five areas studied in this report would reduce the en-
rollments in other institutions, especially those in the
neighboring areas. Using the college-going rates em-
ployed by the Office of the Chancellor of the State
College Board of Trustees and up-dating the basic
data, estimates were made as to the numbers of stu-
dents who would be diverted away from certain of
the existing State Colleges if new campuses were
placed in three metropolitan areas, Contra Costa, San
Mateo and the Glendale-Burbank area. The method
used in determining these estimates can be found by
examining Tables XTI, XII, and XIII in Appendix B.

A new State College campus in Contra Costa open-
ing in 1970 could rednee curoiiments in 1980 in Hay-
ward by 1,277 students, in San Francisco by 1,277
students, in San Jcse by 599 students and all other
State Colleges by 1,232 students. A new State College
in the (Glendale-Burbank area opening in 1970 could
by 1980 reduce the enrollments in the following col-

2 oxceptions to these definitions of primary and secondary
zones had to be made for Ventura and Los Angeles counties.
The listings of counties making up the various zones along with
the expected high scheol graduates in the zones can be found in
Table IX of Appendix B. The method used in computing the
potential enrollments for possible new_ campuses presents ijtself
in Table X of the Aprendix B. It should be noted that any new
camnus would naturally tend to reduce enroliments at neighbor-
ing insiitutions and ‘hat this method of computing potential
enrollment does not take into consideration the presence or lack
of other colleges in the area. -

2 .8, Department ¢f Commerce, Futurc Development of the
San Francisco Bay Airca, 1960-2020, a report prepared for the
U.S. Army Engineer Tistrict, San F'rancisco, December 1959.

b




leges by the various amounts as stated: California
Polytechnic Colleg> (K.V.) 449, Long Beach 449, Los
Angeles 8,143, Sen Fernando Valley 1,347, Palos
Verdes 898, and all other State Colleges 449.

By projecting Ventura’s students attending San
Fernando Valler State College to 1980 at the same

rate that the high school graduates are increasing,
about 1,600 students could be expected to be diverted
from that campus by 1980 if a new one were to open
in Ventura in 1970. No estimates were made relative
to the effect a new campus in Kern County would
have on other areas due to its isolation,




CHAPTER Vi

THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES

The nine campuses of the University of California
ineluding the San Francisco Medical Ceater are
shown in Table 18. Other University facilities include
Hastings College of Law, the Lawrence Radiation
Laboratories at Berkeley and Livermore, the sstron-
omy laboratories at Mt. Hamilton and Hat Creek, the
ships and ship-operating base facilities at Point Loma
near San Diego, off-campus University Extension
facilities in San Francisco and Los Angeles, agricul-
tural field stations in 15 different counties plus other
field stations throughout the State.

University Enrollment Patterns

The University enrolled 37,717 full-time students
= 955 and by 1963 steady growth resulted in enroll-
«ents exceeding 61,000. Projections to 1980 show that
systemwide there should be over 151,000 full-time stu-
dents taking 12 or more units. A comparison of full-
time enrollments in 1955 with the number of high
school graduates for that year shows that enrollments
were about 41% of high school graduates. The pro-
jections for 1980 show a similar proportion.

A comparison of the University’s share of the total
full-time enrollments in all four segments in the state
shows that about 21% of the students attended the
University in 1955, 18.6% in 1963 and 20% is ex-
pected in 1980. Thus it can be seen that there is a
relative consistency in the relationship between the

state’s total pool of poteniial students and the num-
bers expected at the University in the coming years.

Table 18 shows the projections of full-time students
(on a two semester basis) at the nine University
campuses to 1980. If the ratio of University students
to all of California’s students holds firm, as is ex-
pected in these projections, so that no more than the
151,800 full-time students will be attending the Uni-
versity, the distribution of these students in 1980
among the campuses of the University will be as indi-
cated in Table 18.1 Both the campuses at Irvine and
at San Diego, according to the projections, will be
approaching their maximum enrollment capaeities by
1980.

The Effect of Year-round Operation. University
of California officials developed a tentative projection
of students to 1975-76 on June 10, 1964, based on
four term enrollments rather than the traditional two
terms, Table XTIV, Appendix B, includes a summary
of these projections. The assumptions underlying
these estimates contained in the June 10, 1964, mem-
orandum from the President’s office to the chief cam-
pus officers are as follows:

These estimates are based on the same ‘‘status
quo’’ enrollment estimates which underlie the ¢‘Bs-

17t should also be noted that the iprojectlons in Table 1§ are
for two-term years, not for the anticipated four-quarter, year-
round caleadar. The statistics are presented in this manner first
so that comparisons with previous trends can be made,

TABLE 18

Actual and Projected Full-time Student Fall Term Enroliments
University of California, per Year, 1961-1980

(Based on a Twa-term Calendar)

S.F, Santa

Year Total Berkeley Davis Los Angeles | Riverside Medical Barbara Irvine San Diego | Santa Cruz
1061 o cemeaeeaee 53,761 23,605 18,676 1,963 1,885 4,041 |oe oo 150
19620 e 58,005 24,068 19,987 2,158 1,945 4,708 |ooocceeaeaes 200
b L21; S 64,001 26,632 ot 21,696 2,625 2,002 5,858 fecccmcaee 233
1984 e oo 71,222 27,421 6,444 23,600 3,109 2,120 7879 |-ccaaeeee 559
1965 e 78,025 27,500 7,100 26,350 4,225 2,100 8,650 825 1,125 250
1966. e cmocoacaae 85,825 27,500 8,300 27,500 5,425 2,200 9,875 1,875 2,025 1,125
1967 - o eeeeeemeee 91,550 27,500 9,275 27,500 6,600 2,275 11,200 2,525 2775 1,900
1968 cmoocmmmeeee 96,350 27,600 9,850 27,500 7,500 2,350 12,400 3,325 3,300 2,625
1969 cecmcama e 100,825 27,500 10,800 27,500 8,100 2,475 12,650 4,175 4,175 3,450
1970 o ea o 105,150 27,500 11,800 27,500 8,525 2,525 12,950 4,950 5,350 4,050
127 4 W 108.700 27,500 12,400 27,500 9,025 2,550 13,475 5,675 6,100 4475
19720 e 112,675 27,500 13,050 27,500 9,500 2,550 14,125 6,525 6,950 4976
1973 e oo 116,775 27,500 13,675 27,500 10,000 2,575 14,800 7,525 7.750 5,450
L7 7 S 121,200 27,500 14,475 27,500 10,000 2.575 15,000 8,925 8,900 6,325
£+ £ S 125,300 27,500 15,000 27,500 10,000 2,600 15,000 10,450 10,050 7,200
L1 T — 151,800 27,500 15,000 27,500 10,000 2,650 15,000 21,426 19,175 13,550

NOTE: 1. Source: California State Department of Finance.
2. Bold figures are those just preceding the ceiling enrollments for the institution.
3. Projections assume diversion of lower division students to junior colleges as provided in the Master Plan.

&




-

timates of Two Term Enrollments, April 1964.”
These Four Term estimates also reflect:

T Y

(1) Limitation of total lower division enrcllment
on all campuses combined, so that the same
numbey of stndents is redirected outside the
System as would have been so redirected under
Two Term Cperation in order to achieve a
ratio of lowe. division to upper division stu-
dents of 46:54 in 1969 and 40:60 in 1975. (The
April 1964 two term estimates did not achieve
46 :54 until 1970.)

(2) Implementation of year-round operation in ac-
cordance with the plan outlined in the Univer-
sity Bulletin in July 1, 1963. In the absence of
definite assurances of sufficient air conditioning
at Davis or Riverside, estimates for these cam-
puses how no summer term enrollments.

(3) A somewhat arbitrary set of assumptions with
respect toc the pattern of attendance; these
assumptions were necessary in order to develop
term »y term projections under year-round
operation. They may need to be modified as
additional information becomes available.

Projections based on four terms show that the fall
1975 enrollment for the system is 116,150 instead of
the 125,300 projected for the two terms. In view of
this, Santa Barbara should be delayed in reaching its
ceiling fall term enrollments to 1976, rather than
1973. Similar delays appear likely to occur at the
Irvine and San Diego campuses.

Identifying Area Needs for University Campuses

Taking into account well defined policies of redi-
rection of students within the University system and
conscientious implemen..vion of such policies, it seems
most reasonable to relate the projected needs for
University services and facilities to the overall Uni-
versity system on a statewide basis.

However, in terms of viewing areas of the state to
estimate potentials for futvre campuses when such
are needed, it is also desirable to examine these poten-
tials in terms of: broad general areas. As indicated
earlier, the Master Plan specified that, in 1965 and
again where applicable in 1970, careful studies be
made by the coordinating agency of the need for ad-
ditional university facilities in the San Joaquin Valley
and the Lios Angeles area. Furthermore in a letter of
February 6, 1964, the President of the University has
asked that the San Gabriel-Puente Hills area be ex-
amined and studies also be made of the upper Sacra-
mento Valley area and the north San Francisco Bay
Area in the vicinity of Marin and Sonoma counties.

At its November 10, 1964, meeting, the Coordinat-
ing Council instrueted its staff ‘‘to include considera-
tion of an institution in the San dJoaquin Valley
offering agricultural exteasion services and graduate

work in the health professions and in agriculture and
only offerings related thereto, with the understanding
that the staff also consider related offerings in nearby
institutions.’’ 2

‘While at the present time the University serves the
state as a whole, University campuses enroll first-time
entering freshmen at rates that d<cline in relation to
geographic remoteness. Accordingly, ihe state, for
purposes of this study, has been divided into five
broad areas as illustrated in the following map.

Analysis of zonal rates for total areas in terms of
the 1961-63 experience of the campuses at Davis,
Santa Barbara, Riverside, Berkeley and Los Angeles
is presented in Table XV, Appendix B, which shows
declining rates for each campus in terms of the fol-
lowing zones: county of location, contiguous counties,
other area counties, and all other counties of the state.

This area approach furnishes a basis for projecting
enrollment potentials for future University campuses
for the year 1980.

The following sections relate (1) projected enroll-
ments to planned capacities on a statewide basis, (2)
area charact: ristics, including number of higher edu-
cational institutions, university rates of first-time
entering freshmen as compared to high school grad-
nates, ictal rates for all institutions, the number of
institutions, the 1980 projected high school graduates,

1980 population projections and per capita income,

and (3) enrollraent projections for assumed new
campuses as of 1980 utilizing the area approach.s

Projected Fall Term Enrollments and Planned
Capacities

The relation of system-wide projected fall term
enrollments by areas for 1980 to ultimate planned
capacities is as follows:

Planned Capacity Projected Fall Term Enrollments
177,500 149,150

The figures above exclude the San Francisco Med-
ical Center with a planned capacity of 7.500 and an
estimated enrollment of 2,650 by 1980.

Applying the faztor of a 10% reduction in fall term
enrollment poter 1 to account for year-round opera-
tion, the total rew .onship for the University in 1980
would be:

. Projected Fall Term Enrollment
Planned Capacity —10% for Year-round Operation

177,500 134,235

This ..fference of 43,000 students results from the
above calculation, and is estimated to be an amsant
that the established plant expanded to accept 5,000

?See Coordinating Council for Higher Education, Minutes of
the Meeting, November 10, 1964,

71t should be noted here that each local sub-area seeking the
establishment of a University campus within the five general
areas cited above has submitted detailed information on its
present and projected characteristics, ranging from climatic to
socio-economic conditions to the Council and its staff. Since these
data and aspirations have been présenfed orally and are in
hand, it does not appear necessary to repeat them in this report.
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additional students per year will accommodate by the
year 1989.

However, lead time to develop new campuses and
to bring them to reasonable enrollment potentials
must be considered. The projections for the new cam-
puses at Santa Cruz and Irvine indicate that it will
take ten years from the date students are first ad-
mitted to achieve the enrollments of 10,450 at Irvine
by 1975, similarly, it will take 10 years to reach 7,200
at Santa Cruz, according to State Department of
Finance projections.

Characteristics of the Five Areas

Area 1. This area including the upper Sacra-
mento Valley and adjacent northern counties has a
1980 projected population of some 775,000 comprising
2.7% of the state’s total projected population. 1961
per capita personal income was $2,295 for the area
and was slightly above that of Area 3, the lowest of
the five areas (the state average was $2,771). There
were 6,063 high ~chool graduates in 1963 or 3.5% of
the state’s total. By 1980 these are projected to be
9,300 or 2.5% of the state’s total.

‘While there is no university or private four-year
institution in the area, it contains two State Colleges
and four public Junior Colleges. The University-going
rate of first-time entering freshmen per 1000 area
public high school graduates was 28.2 in 1963, and was
exceeded by all other areas but Area 3. The 1963 rate
for this area to all California colleges and universities
was 470 per 1000 high school graduates.*

Area 2. The northern California metropslitan
area stretches from the Pacific Ocean to the Nevada
border and contains the San Francisco metropolitan
complex and that of Sacramento. The area’s 1980
projected population is 9.1 million or 32.4% of the
state’s total as compared with 31.1% in 1963. 1961
per capita personal income was $2,783, slightly in
excess of the state average. High school graduates for
the area numbered £3,000 in 1963 and are projected
to 114,000 by 1980 ov 53.8% of the state’s total. There
are three general University campuses in the area and
the Medical Center at San Francisco, five State Col-
leges, the California Maritime Academy, twenty
Junior Colleges and 56 private colleges and universi-
ties. The area’s University-going rate for first.time
entering treshmen per 1,000 public high school gradu-
ates was 54.4 in 1963 exceeded only in Area 4. A
similar rate for this area to all public and private
colleges and t.niversities in California was 584.4.

Area 3. Counties of the southern San Joaquin
Valley and adjoining counties to the east are included
in this area. The 1980 population projection is 1,879,-
000, ve y close to Area 5, and represents 6.7% of the

4+ The statewide college-going rate for all institutions was 559
per 1,000 first-time freshmen for 1963.

state’s 1980 projected population. Per capita personal
income of $2,264 in 1961 was the lowest of the five
areas. There were 14,643 public high school graduates
in the area in 1963 and the figure projected in 1980
is 22,400, or 6.7% of the state’s total, alen comparable
to projections for Area 5.

There is no university campus in the area; it does
contain two State Colleges, nine public Junior Col-
leges and five private institutions. The University-go-
ing rate of first-time entering freshmen was 18.3 per
1000 high school graduates in 1963, the lowest of the
five areas. A similar area rate to all California collegi-
ate institutions was 582.7.

Area 4. This area contains the Santa Barbara
and greater Los Angeles metropolitan complex. Half
of California’s population resides in the area. 1980
projections show 14.5 million persons or some 51.4%
of the total state population in the area. 1961 per
capita income of $2,833 exceceded the state’s average.

In 1963 public high sehool graduates numbered 86,-
000 and are projected to be 204,000 by 1980, 54.7% of
the state’s total. Four University campuses are lo-
cated in the area and there are eight State Colleges
and some 64 independent institutions. The 1963 Uni-
versity-going rate of first-time entering freshmen per
1000 public high school graduates was 55.7, the high-
est of any area. A similar rate to all California col-
legiate institutions was 532.4.

Area 5. The San Diego-Imperial area had a 1963
population of 1,245,000 which is projected by 1980 to
be 1,900,000, or 6.8% of the state’s population. It is
the most compact of the areas, containing 8500 square
miles a5 compared with Area 1—41,000, Area 2—22,.
600, Area 3—44,000, and Area 4—40,000. 1961 per
capita personal income was $2,498 for this area.

There were 12,500 public high school graduates in
1963 and 22,500 are projected by 1980, some 6% of
the total for the state. The new general University
campus at San Diego is projected to grow to 10,000
students by 1975. The area also contains a State Col-
lege, six public Junior Colleges and nine independent
institutions. While the University-going rate of 30.6
for first-time entering freshmen per 1000 high school
graduates is low, this will undoubtedly increase with
development ¢f the new campus. A sinilar 7ate o all
California collegiate institutions is high—651.7 per
1000 high school graduates.

Enrollment Potentials for Assumed New
University Campuses

As indicated above, detailed studies have been made
of Areas 1-4 to estimate an enrollment potential.5 The
zonal rates applied are contained in Table XV, Ap-

5 Area b is excluded in that a new general University campus
has been recently established therein.
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pendix B, and factors relating to the distribution of
students are listed in Table XVI, Appendix B. As in
the case of development of enrollment potentials for
the State Colleges, rates and factors are based on the
recent experience of existing campuses. Tables XVII
through XX, Appendix B, give the details of each
projection. All estiinates are based upon the State De-
partment of Finance projections and enrollment re-
ports.

The University campus whose conditions most
closely resemble those of potential campuses in the
South San Joaquin Valley and North Sacramento
Valley is at Davis, located in the Central Valley with
climatic and topographical conditions generally com-
parable to those of Areas 1 and 3.

Alsc an established eampus that would most closely
resemble a campus in the North San Francisco Bay
Area is at Santa Barbara. While the attractiveness of
loeations are not precisely comparable this well may
be overcome by the fact that many major University
campuses will have reached their maximums by 1980
or before and a vigorous program of redirection will
tend to overcome these limitations.

—TWith these reservations in mind, projections have
been based on the following:

1. A new campus will begin admitting students in
1970 and potentials are estimated for 1980, a ten-
year period.

9. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
freshmen and student distribution in the North
Sacramento Valley and in the San Joaquin Val-
ley will be comparable to those at Davis.

3. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
frachmen and student distribution of a campus
in the North San Francisco Bay Area will he
generally comparable to those of Santa Barbara
except the rate of attendance from outside the
area is adjusted downward because the recent
Santa Barbara experience appears atypieal.
‘With this adjustment a more conservative esti-
mate results.
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4. The rates of attendance of first-time entering
freshmen at a second campus in the Los Angeles
area will generally resemble those for UCLA and
combined will produce the same proportion of
first-time entering freshmen student; at UCLA
as prevailed from 1961-63 and the remainder
alloeated to a new campus. Also, the Santa Bar-
bara pattern of distribution of students will

apply.

1980 potential enrollments for a possible new Uni-
versity campus in the South San Joaquin Valley
(Area 3) range from 5,075 to 6,600 depending uporn
the county of locaticn. A new campus in this area will
require that 51% to 66% of the total enrollment po-
tential must come frum outside the Valley area.

For the North Sacramento Valley, Area 1, the 1980
potential enrollment at a new University eexpus
would approach 4,306 to 4,400 students, short of the
ninimum for a new University campus. These num-
bers could not be realized unless 80% of the students

come from outside Area 1.

A possible new University campus in Los Angeles
County has an estimated potential enrollment of some
9,800 by 1980. This compares with the overall projec-
tion of 10,450 for Irvine by 1975 and some 10,000 for
San Diego. Some 12% of the potential is estimated to
come from outside Area 4.

For a possible new campus in the North San Fran-
cisco Bay Area the fall term enrollment potential by
1980 is 7,750 students, about 35% of whom would
come from outside areas. This estimate may be also
compared with a 1975 estimated fall term enrollment
for Santa Cruz of 7,200 by 1975.

‘While undoubtedly opening up new educational
opportunities for commuting students, in largest part
these potentials, if developed, will result in a slowing
down of growth rates projected for the University
campuses that have not reached their maximums and
will result in a redistribution within the University
system.




CHAPTER Vil
FINDINGS ON THE NEED FOR NEW INSTITUTIONS

Nam Y Y N - B W e e e S

OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The Council on November 10, 1964, outlined five
general policy guidelines to be followed by the staff
in its preparation of its final draft on the report on
the need for additional centers of public higher edu-
cation. They were:

1. The Council should recommend additional cen-
ters to meet the need of the State of California
as a whole for additional student places, be~ed
(2) upon estimates of the number of high school
graduates an? of the increasing portion of them
who will attend college, (b upon the existing
or planned places in existing institutions, (c)
upon the statutory differentiation of functions,
and (d) upon compsrable costs per student.

2. Added campuses may be needed because of the
isolation of specific areas in the state.

3. Aside from these areas o." isoiation, additional
campuses should be located in tke areas of heav-
iest need to serve the largest number of students.

4. Each segment should be permitted an adequate
lead time to develop any recommended cam-
puses.

5. Where the Council fin.s there is a definite ulti-
mate need for a campus, acquisition of sit:s in
advance of authorization to start a campus may
be justified in carefully restricted circumstances,
as found by the Council, such as where land
may; not subsequently be available without ex-
cessive ecst or where there may be special oppor-
tuaity to obtain the land.!

With the above guidelines in mind, following are
the findings apparent from the data reviewed in the

-conduct of this study and as presented in the fore-

going chapters.

The Needs of the State as a Whole

Knroliment projections show that a greater propor-
tion of high school graduates will be attending eol-
leges and universities in California in 1980 than is
presently t  ase. Higher education enrollments will
increase at such a rate that by 1980 there will have
to be accommodated more than twice the present
number of collegiate students. While private institu-
tions are presently planning to receive a larger pro-
portion of the total pool of high school graduates

1 CCHB, Minutes of the Meeting, November 10, 1964,

than anticipated at the time of the Master Plan for
Higher Education, the proportion of the total num-
ber of students in private education as compared to
public supported institutions will continue to decline
from today’s 18% to some 13% in 1980. Therefore
much of the burden of providing for the increasing
number of students will fal! *c the State supported
systems of higher education—the Junior Colleges,
the California State Colleges and the University of
California. How well is the State of California pre-
pared to meet the need for collegiate student spaces
in 1980%

Junior Cellege districting has increased markedly
since the time of the Master Plan survey. Today
most potential students are within a Junior College
district and a substantial portion of these students
will find a Junior College campus within commuting
distance of their homes. While long-range planning
for Junior Colleges must continue to go forward in
an intensive manner, it appears that sufficient Junior
College opportunities will exist in 1980 close at hand
to nearly every student in the State.

Planned ceiling eurollment capacity for existing
University of California campuses now totals 185,000
students. Full-time, fall term enrollments expected for
the University system in 1980 are estimated at 151,-
800. When considering this total in relationship to
plant capacities, it can be reduced some 10% to 15%
because of year-round operation of facilities. Projec-
tions show that students will not exceed the capacity
> the University until sometime after 1980, possibly
not until after 1985.

Ceiling enrollment capacity of existing State Col-
leges totals 293,800 full-time equivaleat students. By
1980 there are expected to be 184,298 i".T.E. in the
system. Again this figure, when considered in con-
junction with plant eapacities, can be reduced by
10% to 15% in the fall term of 1980 due to year-
round operations. However, other Iactors inusi be
considered in assessing actual statewide needs area
by area, especially for new State Colleges. A large
portion of the potential physical plant capacity for
the State Colleges lies in campuses remote from the
two larger metropolitan areas of the State. Further-
more, in some areas of the State no four-year higher
educational opportunities exist or in some instances
conditions are such that great difficulty fas:s the stu-
dent in his attempt to attend college either due to
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commuting time or the fact of ceiling enrollments will
be reached scon in existing institutions in his region.

Lead Time

Lead time has traditionally meant the interval be-
tween the date when a State College or TUniversity
campus is established or authorized by the Legisla-
ture and the date it recerves its first students. In this
study the minimum lead time considered to be de-
sirable is not less than .. : years. Perhaps more mean-
ingful is ‘“total lead time’’. This term has heen used
herein tv connote the time between the authorizaticn
date of a new State College or University campus and
the date when the campus begins to accommoda.: ad-
ditional students annually at an apprecviable rate.
Desirable ‘‘total lead time’’ for the University is
considered to be fifteen years. After that time a Uni-
versity campus should be at a state of development
to take an additional 1,000 students each year. ‘‘Total
lead time’’ for the State Colleges is considere. tc Le
ter, years. After that period of time a new State Col-
lege should be taking additional students at the rate
of 500 to 800 students prr year.

Student Mobility

The term ‘‘student mobility’’ means the degree to
which students attend a State College or a cawapus of
the University located in an area other than the coun
ties which they declare to be their places of residence.
In are.s where the State supported instit.iions, es-
pecially State Colleges, are reaching capacit; enroll-
ments the in-migration of students from otler areas
becomes of significant unportance. Greater system-
wide control of student mobility appears to e ne. s-
sary for both four-year public segments if students
are to be assured of being allowed to attend campuses
within their own regions.

Effect of Year-Round Operations

Year-round operation of facilities does not reduce
the number of students attending institutions of
higher ¢<Jucation, but it does spread the number
throughout a full year so that, in any one given term,
there should be less students at an institution with
a four-quarter calendar (with equal or r.ear equal
enrollments each term) than there would have been
under the traditional two-term calendar. In this study
it has seemed appropriate to apply a 109 reduction
in the 1975 fall enrollmeni. projection—which has
been based on the two-ternm. calendar—to properly
reflect t* initial impact of year-round operation.
This 10% figure should inecrease by 1980 tv approxi-
mately 15%. In addition, application of the year-
round operation factor delays the date when a cam-
pus is expected to reach its ceiling enrollrent by
approximately three years. '
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The Isolation Factor

If campuses of the University of California are to
be located strategically throughout the State, geo-
graphic isolation of students is a less important cri-
terion than is the degree of student mobility. As
Table VIX in the Appendix ¢! sws, first-time freshmen
entering the University in 1963 were distributed
widely among the counties of the state. College-going
rates, however, are highest in the county of location
and contiguous counties as can be seen in Table XV
of Appendix B.

The State Cnlleges are regionz.ly oriented. For this
reason, students living beyond a 40 minute drive to a
State College for purpcses of this study have been
considered to be isolated from State College opportu-
nities. Th maps and tables in this report have de-
picted ike . gree of geographical isolation of por-
tions of the aie without, of course, taking intc con-
sideration the factor of those campuses reaching ceil-
ing enrollments. Snch data have pointed out substen-
tial numbers of students currently unserved by State
Colleges and other four-year institutions.

An Assessment of the Need for New State
Colleges and University Campuses
The planned capacity of existing State Colleges

and University camapuses can accommodate expected
enroliments for the two segments to 1980 and beyond

if complete mobility of students is assumed. If stu-

dents car be directed to institutions where plant
capacity exists—assuming necessary residence hous-
ing, capital outlay requirements met, and transporta-
tion not a factor—then there clearly would e no
deficit capacity in either of the two segments before
1980 or beyond. This does not mean, however, that
new campuses should not be underway by that time,
nor does it take into account the faet that some stu-
dents residing in certain areas within the State are
isolated, “o 2 degree greater than others, from the
opportw..ty to attend a four-year institution of
higher eduncation.

State Colleges. State Colleges are now adequately
serving the populous areas of the State except for
Kern County and portions of Ventura and Contra
Costa Counties. State Colleges within the Bay Area
and the Los Angeles Area complex can accommo-
date expected enrollments from their regions to 1980
and beyond, assuming complete mobility of students
within the areas and year-round operation of facili-
ties as now planned.

However, it cannot be assumed that complete stu-
dent mobility is possible within regions as large as
the Bay Area and the Loc Angeles Area complex
For example, students iiv‘ng in Santa Clare County
should not be expected to commute to Sonoma State
College.. Considering - the: ‘‘total. lead - time’3- re-




quired, projections show that two new State Col-
Jeges must be established in the Bay Area soou after
1970, one in the San Mateo-Santa Ciara County area
and one in Contra Costa County.

The potential capacities of the several recently ~c-
tablished institutions in the Lios Argeles Area ~om-
ple= indicate that the date when studenis to be en-
rolled will exceed capacity will oceur somewhat later
than that in the Bay Area. The rate of growth of this
deficit capacity, when it does occur—approximately
1987—will be, however, of great proportions. A suo-
stantial segment of Ventura County is now isolated
from State College facilities and the enrollment po-
tential estimated for a possible new State College in
Ventura County shows that enrollment growth would
meet the minimum standard considered desirable and
would later grow to substantial size. It appears that
a new campus authorized for Ventura County soon
after 1970 would, by giving additional educational
opportunity to students not now being served, be
meve advantageous to the State of California than if
a new State College were located in any other section
of the Los Angeles Area complex.

As can be noted by examination of the map in the
text of this report, the Glendale-Burbank area is
served by several existing State Colleges. The need for
additional State Colleges in the Los Angeles area
shonld again be studied for reporting to the Legisla-
ture in 1970. Specifically, the needs in the western
portion of Riverside County, all of Orange County,
and the southeastern part of Los Angeles County
should be carefully serutinized.

A great number of studvnts w ,uld benefit from the
addition of a new State Cellege in Kern County since
there are no four-year collegiate institutions in this
area. College-going students from this area will con-
tinue to be isolated until a new campus is opened.
Since a new State College in Kern County would
draw sufficient numbers of students from the sur-
rounding area to meet the minimum enrollments re-
quired, it appears that a delay in authorizing a State
College in this area would unnecessarily deprive stu-
dents of college opportunities.

University of California. A new University of
California campus in any one of the three areas: San
Joaquin Valley, Los Angeles Area, or the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area, would grow rapidly enough to meet
the minimum desirable enrollment criterion within a
seven to ten year period from the date of opening.
A campus in the North Sacramento Valley would
_not grow fast enough to reach the 5,000 minimum
within a ten year period. Furthermore, it should be
noted that 2 new campus in the San Joaquin Valley
would require the University system to redirect stu-
dents to the new Valley campus from oiker areas
to the extent of from 51% to 66% of the total en-
rollment. In the Los Angeles Area about 12% of the

students would need to come from other areas; in the
San Francisco Bay Area, the percentage would be
about 3v%.

In the light of enrollment predictions, it is appar-
ent that a new University campus should be author-
: 4 somewhere in the State in 1972 or soon there-
after. Two distinet and disparate criteria can be used
in deciding upon a general location for this ecampus.
Tf the criterion is that of strategic geographic dis-
persion of campuses throughout the State, the San
Joaquin Valley could be selected. If guidelines
adopted by the Council on November 10, 1964, and
stated previously in this chapter become the criterion,
the next campus should be located in the Los Angeles
Area and in the Bay Area in that order. The need
for advance acquisition of a site in the Bay Area
should be studied by 1970. However, under carefully
restricted circumstances, the University could request
the Council to undertake an earlier study.

In the interim there should be extensive study
made concerning the need for specialized programs
such as graduate agriculture. graduate health science
programs and perhaps other professional programs
in the San Joaquin Valley. Present offerings of the
(California State Colleges in this area should not be
duplicated, however.

Recommendations

It is recommended that:

(1) The Council advise the Legislature that it
should authorize in 1965 a California State College
in Kern County.

(2) The Council on November 24, 1964, adopted
the following policy:

Where the Council finds there is a definite
ultimate need for a campus, acquisition of sites
in advance of authorization to start a campus
may be justified in carefully restricted circum-
stances, as found by the Council, such as where
land may not subsequently be available with-
out excessive cost or where there may be special
opportunity to obtain the land.

In conjunction with the above stated policy,
current data show that:

(a) A definite ultimate need exists for new
California State Colleges to serve students in
the following areas, listed alphabetically: Con-
tra Costa County, the San Mateo County-Santa
Clara County area, and in Ventura County in a
location to serve students from both the cities
of Ventura and Oxnard ss wel! as from cities in
northern Los Angeles Conaty. It appears at this
time that authorizaticon for the establishment of
one of these three campuses may be recom-
mended by the Coordinating Council to the
Legislature prior to 1969 and the second and
third -~~mpuses in 1969 or thereaiter.

¢
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(b) A “definite ultimate need” exists fsr a
University campus in the Los Angeles arves (the
counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, San Bernar-
dino, Riverside and Orange) and for one in the
San Francisco Bay Metropolitan Area (ihe
counties of San Francisco, Marin, Solano, So-
noma, Napa, Contra Costa, Alameda, Santa
Clara and San Mateo). It appears at thig time
authorization for the establishment of one of
these campuses may be recornmended by the
Coordinating Council to the Legislature in 1969
and recommendation for the second campus
approximately in 1975,

(3) The Council further advise the Legislature

% sites for institutions of public higher education
skould be acquired in advance of legislative anthor-
ization of the institutions through use of the fol-
lowing procedures:

(a) Advance acquisition of sites for a State
College located in Contra Costa County, for a
State College located to serve students from
Sar Mateo and Santa Clara Counties, and for
& State College located to serve students from
Ventura Conaty and Los Angeles County will
be justified in each instance where the Trustees
of the California Sta.z Colleges present evi-
dence, and the Council finds that “carefully re-
stricted circumstances” warraut it, “such as
where land may not subsequently be available
without excessive cost or where there may be

special opportunity to obtain the land, and upon
such findings the Council will recommend ap-
prepriations for the acquisition of such sites.

(b) Advance acquisitior of sites for a Univer-
sity of California campus in either the Los
Angeles or San Francisco Bay Area would be
justified when the Regents of the University
present evidence and the Couueil finds that
“cavefully restricted circumstances” warrant it,
“such as where land may not subsequently be
available without excessive cost or where there
may be special opportunity tc obtain the land”,
and upon such findings the Council will recom-

mend appropriations for the acquisition of such
sites.

(4) And the Council further advise the Legisla-
ture not later than 1969 and each five years there-
after until all needs aave been met, it will conduct
a statewide survey of the then existing needs for
additional centers of public higher education and
the need for advanced acquisition of sites.

(5) And the Council further advise the Legisla-
ture to expedite the inclusion of all areas of the
State w.-hin Junior College districts.

(6) In the light of the request of the University
of California, the Council indicate that it will con-
sider a staff report on the need for specialized pro-
grams such as graduate agriculture and graduate
health science programs in the San Joaguin Valley
at its December 15 meeting or at such subsequent
meeting as the data may be available.
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APPENDIX A

A REVIEW OF STUDIES ON THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL CENTERS
OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

The Liaison Committee of the Regents of the Uni-
versity of California and the State Board of Educa-
tion conducted a number of studies dealing with the
needs for additional centers of public higher educa-
tion in California from the year of its creation, 1945,
to the time of the transfer of its functions to the
Coordinating Council in 1960.

rI.‘he following pages present a brief summary of the
major studies ecnducted by the Liaison Committee and
its J~int Staff as they are pertinent to this report.

I. Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Douglass, and
George D. Strayer, A Report of ¢ Survey of the
Needs of California in Higher Education. Univer-
sity of California Press, Berkeley, 1948.

The Strayer Report, authorized by the Legislature
m 1947 and completed in 1948, made recommenda-
tions e-ncernins new campuses and the expansion of
existing ones. These recommendations, approved by
the State Board and the Regents, resulted, in part, in
the establishment of the following facilities and pro-
grams:

1. Sacramento State College and Los Angeles State
College (Established by the 1947 Legislature
p:ior to completion of the Report)

2. College of Veterinary Medicine, U.C. at Dayvis
(Classes began in 1948)

3. Long Beach State College (Established by t"
1949 Legislature)

4. Medical School at UCLA (First classes held in
September, 1951)
5. Engineering School of UCLA

6. University of California at Riverside (Opened
in 1953)

II. T. C. Holy and H. H. Semans, Report on Propo-
sal for the Establishment of a School of Mines,
Kern County, California.

H. H. Semans, T. C. Holy, Report of the Joint
Staff on the Proposal for a Four-Year State Col-
lege in the Modesto Area. January, 1953. (Mimeo-
graphed)

H. H. Semans and T. C. Iloly, Report on the Need
for a College of Agriculture in Impcrial County,
California. February, 1955. (Mimeographed)
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The Liaison Committee of the Regents and the
State Board of Education recommended, and both
boards approved, that a proposed School of Mines in
Kern County not be established because of the lack of
need. The Legislature, concurring with this recom-
mendation, did not authorize the establishment of this
sehool.

The Liaison Committee also recommended and the
governing boards approved, that no four-year State
College be established in the Modesto area uatil fur-
ther increase of enrollment potential developed. (The
College—Stanislaus—was not established until 1957.)
The 1955 study of agricultural school requirements
recommended, because of the relatively small need, a
new college should not be established in Imperial
County. The Legislatur: took no action on proposed
legislation to establish such a college.

III. T. R. McConnell, T. C. Holy and H. H. Semans,
A Restudy of the Needs for California in Higher
Education, California State Department of Edu-
cation, Sacramento, 1955.

In 1953 the Legislature authorized a major study
of higher education’s needs under the general direc-
tion of the Joint Staff of the Liaison Committee. The
result was the most comprehensive study of the needs
of higher education in California made up to that
time.

The major recommendaiiviis of the Restudy con-
cerning additional higher education centers and as
approved by the two governing boards, included:

1. No new State Colleges or campuses of the Uni-
versity be established before 1965. A review of
such needs, however, be undertaken in 1960.

2. The ceiling enrollments established by the
Strayer Report be rescinded. (These were 6,000
for State Colleges and 20,000 each fur the Uni-
versity of California at Berkeley and Los An-
geles campuses.)

3. Active encouragement be given by all appro-
priate agencies to establish needed jumior col-
leges.

4. Both the University and State Colleges reduce
the proportion of their enrollments in lower divi-
sions.
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Approximate areas sor Junior College expansicn
were only suggested. These areas were:
Los Angeles County: Arcadia-Monrovia-Alhambra-
E! Moute

Alameda County: Berkeley-Albany-Emeryville and
Hayward-San Leancro-Alameda City

“San Diego County: (wrossmont-Sweetwatcr

Southern San Mateo County

Santa Clara County: Los Gatos-Palo Alto-Mountain
View-Sunnyvale

Riverside Tounty:
Springs

Colusa-Glenn-Butte Counties

Santa Cruz County : Saats Craz-Watsonville

Merced-Madera Counties

Siskiyou-Modoe Counties

Lake-Mendocino Countics

Banning - Beaumoat - Palm

IV. H. H. Semans, T. C. Hcly, et al., 4 Study of the
Need for Additicnal Centers of Public Higher
Education in California. California State Depart-
ment of Education, Sscramento, 1957.

This report, made primarily because of tne large
numbers of bills introduced in the 1955 Legislature to
establish new State Colleges, develoned a sei of prin-
ciples relating to the establishment of State College
and University carapuses. These principles shown
below, were reaffirried by the State Board of Educa-
tion and the Regerts in joint session on April 15, 1959.

PRINCIPLES

1 The expansion of existing instifutions and the
establishment of new ones should depend on the
optimum use of the state’s resources for higher
education in relation to the greatest relative need
both geographicaily and functionally.

2. Differentiation of functions so far as possible of
. the three segments of public higher education,

namely the Junior Colleges, the State Colleges’

and the University of California, is imperative
if unnecessary and wasteful duplication 1s to be
avoided.

3. The assumption that adequate Junior College
facilities will be provided through locat initiative
and state assistance prior to the establishment of
aduitional State College or University campuses
is basic to the State College and University en-
rollment estimates in this report.

4. The financing os new publicly s ported institu-
tions should be such that it intex.eires in no way
with the needs, including necessary tmprovement
or expansion of existing omes.

5. In ordes that a pcssible new institution may
serve the greatest number of eligible students,

it should be placed near the center of the popu-
lation served by it. -

6. Extension of pubiicly supported institutions to
the degree that the continued operation of pri-
vate ones long in existence and seemingly serv-
ing the community well is jeopardized, is not in
the public interest.

The need for new State College campuses v s de-
seribed by compiling a list of areas in prlonuy order
aceording to enrollment potential:

Projected FTE,
Priority  Areo L£970-11
1 Alamed) o e 13,600
2 San Bernardino-Riverside .- 11,500
3 Contra Costa Countyeo oo - 6,500
4 Kern County .___.__ - - 4,200
5 Stanislaus . — -— 3,500
G Monterey-Santa Cruz 3,800
T Sonoma-Marin ____ 3,800
S Napa-Solano _— _— -—— 3,100
9 Tulare 2,100
10 Shasta 1,400
11 Mendocino-Lake 1,300
12 Imperial County 800
13 Amador 600

The 1957 Legislature appropriated $4,300,000 for
site acquisitions for four new State Colleges, three of
which appear in the above list. The four colleges
established were: Alameda County State College,
Stanislaus State College, Sonoma State College and
Orange State College. The Joint Staff concluded that
those campuses currently in existence or planned
would probably accommodate enrollments in the Los
Angeles area through 1955.

This report included a similar priority list on the
need for new campuses of the University of Califor-
nia. That list showed projected full-time enroliment
in 1965 and 1970 as follows:

Projected
Foll-time

Approzimate Popu- Enrollments
lation Center 1965 1970

Southern California Southeast Los Angeles 12,800 17,500
Metro. Center County and Orange
Section County

South Central Calisor- Santa Clara Vealley 8,300 11,900
nia Coast Section '

General
Designation of
Area in the State

South Cross Section San Diego 4500 6,100

San Joaquin Valley Madera 4500 5,000
Section

North Cross Seection Redding 1,400 1,700

At the October 1957 meeting of the Regents, ap-
proval was given for the establishment of the new
caripuses to serve the first three areas listed in the
above tabulation—Southeast Los Angeles and Orange
County, Santa Clara Valley and San Diego. At this
same meeting the Regents took the action, ‘. . . that
further study be given to the establishment of a
eampus in the San Joaquin Valiey.”’

Coucerning the need for additional public Junior
Colleges, the report lists 53 high school distriets which
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ought to be included in new Jun.or College distriets.
Since that time many of these high school distriets
have been incorporated in either existing or new
Junior College districts.

V. Arthur D. Browne, and Thomas C. Holy, 4 Study
for the Need of an Additional State College in the
North Bay Area and of the Feasibility of Consoli-
dating the California Maritime Academy with a
State College, prepared for the Liaison Committee
of the California State Board of Education and
the Regents of the Univerzity of California, No-
vember, 1958.

In April, 1958, Senate Resolution No. 33 requested
a study of the need for a State College in the four-
county area of Solano, Napa, Sonoma and Marin in
addition to Sonoma State College previously author-
ized.

It was also requested that a study be made as to
whether it would be feasible to consolidate a State
College with the California Maritime Academy in
Vallejo.

Assuming that the one College already authorized
(Sonoma State College) in the North Bay Area would
be planned for the San Rafael-Petaluma area, the
Joint Staff recommended and the two governing
boards approved that:

(1) Consideration for a second college in this area
be deferred until at least 1965.

(2) A State College not be consolidated with the
California Maritime Academy since the Acad-
emy was not organized as an institution with
the same broad objective of ‘‘intellectual and
other preparation for typical civilian life and
economic activity such as characterized the
State Culleges’’.

VI. T. C. Holy and Arthur D. Browne, 4 Study of
the Needs for Additional Centers of Higher Edu-
cation in San Mateo, Monterey, San Benilo and
Santa Cruz Counties. Prepared by the Joint Staff
of the California State Board of Education and
+he Regents of the University of California, De-
cember, 1958.

In June 1957 the Assembly approved House Reso-
lution No. 202 directing the Liaison Committee to re-
study tke data in the Additional Centers Study in
light of the special needs of San Mateo, Monterey,
San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties.

The report, published in December, 1958, updated
information used in the previous study, summerized
responses from Junior College officials in the area
with regard to its higher education needs, and added
some specific information on the educational offerings
by the State Colleges and the University of California
in the four-county area. It also incluced g study of
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the commuting time from the surrounding areas to
San Francisco State College and to San Jose State
College in order to determine the effect of the estab-
lishment of additional centers on these schools. The
study showed that from the population centers
(Atherton, Belmont, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City,
Hillsdale, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Redwood City, San
Bruno, San Carlos, San Mateo, South San Francisco
and Woodside) commuting time to San Franciseo
State College seldom exceeded 45 minutes, and, with
the exception of Millbrae, Hillsdale, Woodside and
South San Francisco, all were within 60 minutes of
San Jose State College. Five were within 40 minutes
commuting time.

The 1958 Study concluded, with the governing
boards approving: ¢‘. . . it would be premature to
recommend any specific action toward the establish-
ment of State College facilities in San Mateo until
Junior College facilities are provided in southern San
Mateo County and until the University of California
has established its new campus (Santa Cruz area)
and the impact of these actions on State College en-
rollments can be determined.’’

Since that report, Junior Colleges in this four-
county area have been developed and now include
Cabrillo at Aptos, Foothill in Los Altos, Hartnell in
Salinas, Monterey Peninsula at Monterey, San Mateo
in San Mateo, San Jose City in San Jose and San
Benito (just reorganized and including the Gilroy
and Los Banos areas) to be located in the vicinity of
Hollister.

VII. Arthur D. Browne and T. C. Holy, 4 Study of
the Need for Additional State Colleges in Los
Angeles County, Prepared by the Joint Staff of
the California State Board of Education and the

Regents of the University of California, Decem-
ber, 1958.

A special study of Los Angeles County, published
in December 1958, with respect to its need for addi-
tional State Colleges was initiated by the passage of
House Resolution #282 in 1957. This study delineated
college enrollment areas in the following manner:

College
Enrollment

Area Subarea State College

12A Northwest Los Angeles County San Fernando Valley
State College

12B Central Los Angeles County Los Angeles State
College of Applied
Arts and Sciences

12C Southern Los Angeles County Long Beach State
College

12D Eastern Los Angeles County  Kellogg-Voorhis

Campus

California State
Polytechnie College

i2E Orange County Orange Co wty State
Coilege




Eorollments were projected to 1970 for each seg-
ment of public higher education. These projections,
made by the Department of Finance, explained the
“‘area of origin and grade-progression’’ of students.
The resulting foreeast enrollment for the four State
Colleges in Los Angeles County was 81,800 full-time
equivalent students by 1970. The distribution was
estimated as follows:

College Estiuwated FTE, 1970
San Fernando Vailey 18,200
Los Angeles State College 200
Long Beach State College 24,000
Kellogg-V.orhis Campus, Cal Poly__________ 11,400

The Joint Staff assumed, that while it might be
Possible for the four colleges to expand their campuses
to accommodate the above enrollments, it would more
than likely be necessary to add new campuses before
1970 in order to relieve Los Angeles State College.
Relief for San Fernando Valley State College and
Long Beach State College would probably be needed
soon. after 1970.

The report also indicated a possible need for a State
College in the western part of the county between
Harbor Freeway and the Pacific Ocean and, ulti-
maiely, one in Antelope Valley. The Report recom-
mended and the governing hoards approved that
action be deferred to provide opportunity to appraise
the probable impact of certain pending actions such
as the admission of freshmen students to Lios Angeles
State College, the establishment of Orange State Col-
lege, and further development of private colleges and
of public Junior Colleges in the county.

VIII. A Master Plan for Higher Zducation in Cali-
fornia, 1960-1975, Prepared by the Master Plan
Team for the Liaison Committee of the Regents
of the University of California and the State
Board of Education, Sacramento, 1960.

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 approved
by the 1959 Legislature, requested the Liaison Com-
mittee ‘. . . to prepare a Master Plan for the devel-
opment, expansion and integration of the facilities,
curriculum, and standards of highe: education, in
Junior colleges, state colleges, the University of Cali-
fornia, and other institutions of higher education of
the State, to meet the needs of the State during the
next 10 years and thereafter . . .”” and to transmit
that plan, ““. . . to the Legislature at its 1960 regular
session within three days of the convening thereof

b

The Master Plan included specific provisions for
the establishment of new State Colleges in the vicinity
of Los Angeles International Airport and the San
Bernardino-Riverside vicinity to begin operation by
1965. It further recommended completion without
delay of new University campuses in the areas of San
Diego-La dJolla, Southeast Los Angeles-Orange Coun-

ties, and the South Central Coastal area (Santa Clara,
San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey
Counties). In addition, the Master Plan provided that:

(a) State Colleges

“In 1965 and again in 1970, if applicable, and
before comsidering the need for new siate coi-
leges in any o her areas of the state, careful
studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of
the following State Economic Areas to determine
the actual need for new State Colleges that
exists av the time each study is made:

State Economic
Area

F  Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area,
Griffith Park-Glendale vicinity

San Prancisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area,
vieinity of Redwood City

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area,
Contra Costa County

Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, Kern County
South Coastal Area, Ventura County’’

< B b

(b) University of California

“In 1965 and again where applicable in 1970,
and before considering the need for new Univer-
sity facilities in any other areas of the State,
careful studies be made by the co-ordinating
agency of the need for additional University fa-
cilities in the San Joaquin Valley and the Lios
Angeles area. In the latter area special consider-
ation should be given as to how the difference be-
tween the 1975 estimates of potential University
enrollment of 52,550 and the 27,500 maximum
for the Universiy of California, Los Angeles
campus {some 25,000 students) can best be ac-
commodated. Such consideration should include
the following :

a. To what extent will this difference be ecared
for by the new Southeast Los Angeles-Orange
County campus, and to what extent could these
potential students be diverted to the La Jolla,
Riverside, and Santa Barbara campuses?

b. Will therz be a need for the establishment of
branch installations in specialized fields of
study from existing campuses in this area sim-
ilar to that included in Recommendation 7p %7’ 1

IX. Lloyd N. Morrisett, Charles S. Casassa, Francis
J. F¥lynn, and T. Stauley Warburton, Institu-
tional Capacitics and Area Needs of California
Public Higher Education 1960-1975, Distributed
by University of California, Berkeley «February,
1961.

! Recommendation 7b, n. 11i, o7 {ue +faster Plan Report 1.-
lated to the Derkeley compus and proposed establishment of

branch insta'lations .@m existing campuses in specialized fieids
of study “such as in. .action in Sclence at Livermore”,
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This report, prepared for the Liaison Committee
and for the Master Plan Survey Team, considered the
entire state with regard to possible need for new cen-
ters of public higher education by 1975.

Some techniques were modified from previous
studies. Estimates on potential enrollment in possible
new State Colleges were based upon zones of primary
enrollment potential, or commuting zones surround-
ing the possible sites. By using this technique it was
possible to project future number and geographic
concentration of publiec high school graduates. The
study used the method of ‘‘State Economic Areas’
(SEA) based on studies of the Department of Fi-
nance and including the two categories, ‘‘metropoli-
tan’’ and ‘‘nonmetropolitan’’ areas.

Estimates of enrollment potential for the various
areas (other than the Los Angeles area) are sum-

marized below:

Enrollment _
New State College Areas Location 1970 1975
San Bernardino-Riverside Colton 9,200 12,800
San Mateo County Redwood City 8,000 10,000
Contra Costa County Walnut Creek 4,600 4,200
Kern County Bakersfield 3,100 3,100
Monterey Bay Area 2,400 2,900
Ventura County Ventura-Oxnard 2,800 2,800
San Joaquin County Stockton 2,300 2,200
Napa-Solano Area Napa 2,100 2,100

52

The Committee estimated that if nmew State Col-
leges in the Inglewood and Glendale areas were estab-
lished, the 1975 enrollment potential at Los Angeles
State Collegze and Long Beach State College would

. be decreased from 28,500 to 15,900 and from 24,850

to 18,600 respectively. Enrollments of other State
Colleges in the Los Angeles area would also be sub-
stantially reduced.

The Master Plan Technical Committee recom-
mended that the following range of full-time enroll-
ments be observed for existing institutions, for those
authorized but not yet established, and for those later
established : 2

Type of Institution Minimum?® Optimum Mazimum
Junior Colleges 400 3,500 6,000
State Colleges
In Densely Populated Areas
in Metropolitan Centers___.__ 5,000 10,000 20,000
Qutside Metropolitan Centers._.. 3,000 8,000 12,000
University of California________ 5,000% 12,500 27,500

1To be attained within seven to ten years after students are first admitted.

2Yn densely populated areas in metropolilan centers this maximum could be iarger.

2 This minimum figure assumes graduate work in basic disciplines and one or more
Lrofessional schools.

2This recommendation was subsequently approved by both
the State Board of Education and the Regents of the Univesity
of California.




APPENDIX B

TAB!.E 1
Relation of Concepts of Student Enrollmenis to Maximum and Minimum Enrollment Ranges
Minimum Maximum
California Public Junior Colleges
Full Time Students (F T ) oo oo o oo oo et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 900 5,000~ 7,500
Resident Average Deily Attendance (RADA) .o o oo oo e m e mmm————m— e m———— e 1,000 7,250-~10,800
Full-time equivalent students (FTE) o oo oo 990 6,850-10,200
California State Coileges
In densely populated areas in metropolitan centers
Fulltime students (F TS - oo o oo oo oo e oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5,000 17,500-20,000
Fulltime equwalent students 8 am-5 pm (FTE 8-5) . e e 5,400 19,000-21,000
Fulltime equivalent students (FTE) oo 6,000 21,000-23,500
Outside such areas
Fulltime students (FTS) - o o oo oo e e e e 3,000 9,500-12,000
Fulltime equivalent students 8 am-5 pm (FTE 8-5) oo oo e 3,200 10,200-12,000
Fulltime equivalent students (FTE) e 3,500 11,200-14,000
University of California campuses
Fulltime students (FT8) oo ot oo oo oo oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5,000 25,000-27,600
Fulltime equivalent students 8 am-5 pm (FTE 8-8) oo o oo oo oo e e 4,850 24,250-26,650
Fulltime equivalent students (FTE) .o o o e 5,050 25,300-27,800

SOURCE : Junior College Relationships as estimated by the Coordinating Council Staff. Reiationship for he California State Colleges

and the University of California based on estimates furnished by the respective segments.
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TABLE I
Total Population of California Counties, 1960 With Prell:tinary Projections to 1980
Estimated Projected

Avea and County July 1, 1960 July 1, 19865 July 1, 1970 July 1, 1975 July 1, 198)
THE STATE. e mmmcemmmmm e 15,863,000 18,835,000 21,734,000 24,830,000 28,137,000
Alameda . - oo e eeeecmmeaccmemmmccmmceso——a————————— 912,600 1,010,000 1,120,100 1,237,600 1,363,400
AlDINe . e e ee 400 500 500 500 500
AMAdOr e e mccammemmmem—cce——acaam——————— 10,000 11,300 12,300 13,400 14,500
BUtS . o ee oo mecammcmme——cmmemmmsaeamammas——— === 83,200 104,200 117,000 128,100 139,000
Calaveras. - -—ececccccacmmacmsmm—cma-caa—c—emaa—a--= 10,400 11,700 12,300 12,900 13,600
ColUsB e emmcccccccemcemmmcaccescsmamammm—ma———a— 12,200 12,800 13,500 14,300 15,100
Contra Costa . oo e mcemmcmmcmcdaeeme oo 413,200 510,200 617,700 736,300 864,800
Del Norte - - - —cccccccacac—ccmc—cccc—ca—cmecmee————- 17,890 18,900 20,100 21,300 22,600
El Dorado. - cocccaccccccemcmmemmcmmmcmeec—camm—maeaa 29,900 42,500 55,700 69,900 85,000
Fresno. .- —cececceccccmcsccammm——ccm——cmmmme—==———— 368,500 422,500 480,900 544,500 613 ~°
Glend. - e ceecemecccc—mmmeememmmmmacee———m——m————- 17,400 20,0¢) 21,000 22,100 2, ..
Humboldt o e e e e mmmmcmmdccccccdccecmmeammoae 104,900 113,400 121,900 136,800 140,300
Imperial oo oo eemmaammaea e 73,000 81,100 ©6,700 94,200 103,000
B4 0% TSRS E T PR E TR EE 11,700 11,700 11,900 12,100 12,400
KerNe eceeemmcmmccmcees memcm--c——cesemseammee—== 294,900 326,700 366,200 409,400 456,900
21 V. TSR P SRR R 50,500 68,600 78,700 86,800 95,700
LAk e eccecmmmmme———mmmmmmmmammeammamee—am—————— 13,800 16,100 17,500 19,000 20,500
LAS3eN e e emeeccmmmmmecsmemmmmm—s———mmmmem————————-- 13,600 13,900 14,200 14,600 14,900
Los Angeles oo oo mm e ccmeem oo mcemmmmemeae 6,071,900 6,869,000 7,630,800 8,430,800 9,241,500
Maders- - - —e-ccmccccmmememmmmme---csmmm-—mm——-——=- 40,700 42,800 45,500 48,400 51,500
Marin. oo ceeccmccccmmmmmemmmc-m-mcc-csmm-a---——-—= 148,800 196,100 246,800 302,100 365,100
MALIPOSBmeccccmmccccammmmmmem—emcccmmmmm————————o=s 5,100 5,000 5,100 5,200 5,300
Mendoeino . - ceeemeecc——ccmmmmmemmmacs=——mm—a———-- 51,000 50,300 53,000 55,900 59,000
Merced oo mmmecccmemeceme-mcmac=sceaema———————- 90,900 100,600 111,600 116,200 123,600
ModoCo e meemmcecccamemsememccmccc——e—meem————aa-- 8,300 7,900 7,700 7,600 7,500
MONO. - ceceecmmcccemm—mmsm-mmm————mmewemee————a- 2,500 2,700 2,800 2,900 3,000
MoONtereY _cemccccammcccmmmmmccccmmmmmmmmem——a———mooo 195,300 230,900 276,800 331,000 396,600
UL : YRR P PP RS 66,400 77,000 88,200 100,900 115,600
NevAdS - e cceccemccccmmsmmmmmmcecm——=m—mmm—mmmean 21,200 23,700 25,100 26,600 28,200
1917: 7.7 MR S PR LR LR 719,500 1,113,200 1,473,800 1,815,700 2,144,400
) 59 FYT:) IR RS T P PR 57,500 73,400 90,300 110,600 134,200
h2d (111171 T P P R 11,600 11,700 12,300 12,900 13,500
Riverside. ceccccccccaceccmccccccccemmmmecmamaa—a=—ao 311,700 410,900 506,200 610,000 722,000
SacramentOccccccccccemmmmmmmmmmc—m-mmmmmmaa-—————-- 510,300 644,900 %73,200 915,500 1,073,000
T 15,500 16,700 18,000 19,600 21,400
San BernardinOa - oo oo oo o mamcmm o mccmeemmmeaaamaaa 509,000 613,600 722,700 841,000 969,400
8an Dieg0--mmccccmccccmmmmmmmmemmmcmemmmmmma—mmeeoee 1,049,000 1,252,700 1,407,700 1,593,000 1,800,100
San Francisto_cccceecccccccmcmaammccc—cccmmammmamana= 741,500 745,900 748,600 750,500 752,800
San Joaquin. o oo e e ememccceccccccccammmmaaaaa- 251,700 279,700 310,400 343,400 379,400
San Luis ObisPoac o mcc oo eeccceeee - 81,900 105,100 127,900 152,400 178,600
San Mateo_ cececcccmcccccccmccccemccemmmmmamaceaaaa- 449,100 553,600 652,200 756,500 866,80"
Santa Barbarfececcccccccccmcccccccmmamcccacccaaaaa 173,600 264,400 334,800 410,300 491,300
Santa Clara. meccccccccacaammmcccccmceemccccccacaaea- 658,700 906,100 1,154,300 1,421,100 1,708,000
SANtA CrUZe o oo mcmmemmmmmmm e mm e m e mmm e 85,100 104,600 124,500 144,300 165,600
ShastAe o ccmccmccccc—ccmm-e---mmm=-mmeee——ccamea—aa- 60,400 76,900 92,600 109,400 127,409
11T o o VTS U U RSP SSR RSP RpS R 2,200 2,100 2,100 2,100 2,100
SiSkIYOU o oo mmmam e meemeaan e 33,000 35,100 36,900 38,800 40,800
S0l8N0_ —— ccecemccccccemccemmm e memem—m——— 137,100 159,500 186,400 217,800 254,200
SONOMA - - ecceccccccccmcma-mec-manaeweccce-ma—aa=a= 148,800 177,600 214,500 259,500 318,700
Stanislas cw oo e ccmcmcccmmcc e cmcmeame—a—a- 158,300 175,700 195,000 216,100 239,200
SUtter e e e cemccccc——mmmmmmmmmcmec oo cccmmmmcccc - 33,700 38,500 42,600 47,000 51,700
TehamMaA e mmmmeceacccmccccccecccccmm——aaa- 25,500 30,100 34,400 39,100 44,100
Prinity ooy mmmmemmmcccccccccemmmeec——mmm—eaaaao 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,700 9,700
Tulare. cccccccccccccmmmcmccccceecmmecdceccccacaaaa- 169,400 182,700 198,700 216,800 237,000
TuolUMNe. e e e emmmmmmmcceccccccccccmam—- 14,500 16,000 17,200 18,400 19,600
VNt UG - - cccmcccmcmeecccc——e———mme——mm———mmm————e 205,100 297,800 419,500 562,300 738,600
D () L T PSSy SRS 66,400 87,800 111,400 137,100 165,100
Yuba o o ccccecaccccmmemmeceamacaccc-ccsamacc-csa—ana= 35,10 46,600 54,600 63,200 72,500

SOURCE: California State Department of Finance.

54




Provisional Projections of Puklic School Twelfth Grade Graduates

TABLE 111

By County Thru School Year Ending June 1980

Revised June 1964

Year
Endirg June Alsmeda Amador Butte Calaveras Colusa Contra Costa] Del Norte | El Dorado Tresno Glenn
1960, e __ 8,155 129 866 103 179 4,958 162 290 3,992 236
1961 _____ 8,471 100 1,070 113 141 5,255 185 312 4,358 273
1962 __________ 9,149 134 1,150 131 146 5,471 157 *316 4,344 2390
19683 o .. 9,417 137 1,116 115 148 5,710 166 338 4,203 232
1984 ... 11,900 150 1,325 150 175 7,300 175 450 4,925 250
1966 ______ 12,200 150 1,425 175 175 7475 200 475 5,275 275
1966 __.__ 13,500 150 1,450 175 175 £,000 200 525 5,675 300
1967 . 13,800 175 1,450 175 200 8,275 200 575 5,800 325
1968 _____ 13,350 175 1,475 15 175 8,375 200 550 5,900 325
1969 ___.__ 13,600 175 1,550 1,0 175 £775 200 600 5,900 350
1970 ___. 14,400 175 1,650 150 200 9,200 200 625 6,125 350
1971 . 14,625 175 1,675 175 200 9,275 200 675 6,250 375
1972 .. 15,475 175 1,800 150 200 9,500 225 700 6,250 375
1978 .. 15,575 150 1,800 150 200 9,600 225 675 6,100 375
1974 . ____ 16,050 150 1,000 150 200 10,000 225 700 6,225 250
1975 .. 16,425 150 1,925 150 200 10,150 250 675 6,250 325
1976 ____ 16,500 175 2,000 150 200 10,400 250 700 6,350 325
1977 . 16,600 175 2,000 150 200 10,675 250 700 6,475 350
1978 . 16,775 175 2,025 150 200 10,975 275 725 6,650 350
1979 e ___ 16,850 200 2,050 150 200 11,025 275 725 6,650 350
1980 ________. 17,000 200 2,100 150 200 11,100 275 750 6,676 350
Year )
Ending June Humboldt Imperial Inyo Kern Kings Lake Lassen Los Angeles Madera Marin
1960 oo ____ 1,165 649 144 3,313 618 138 173 57,222 353 1,269
) S 1,054 673 127 3,30C 680 166 161 60,307 400 1,460
o~ . 1,179 739 156 3,447 678 169 151 61,025 429 1,557
1963 e ... 1,193 739 155 3,467 686 155 190 62,457 437 1,711
1964 . _____ 1,300 850 200 4,050 750 200 250 73,500 475 2,250
1965 _________ 1,450 900 200 4,225 825 250 275 79,300 475 2,375
1966 ..____ ——— 1,450 1,050 225 4,425 850 250 275 83,500 4756 2,576
1967 e . 1,450 1,050 250 4,400 925 225 275 84,700 475 2,600
1968, e 1,400 1,000 200 4,520 950 225 250 85,375 450 2,650
1969 ... 1,375 1,075 250 4,500 1,000 225 275 88,950 475 2,925
1970 ___..__. 1,476 1,150 250 4,700 1,050 250 275 92,700 475 3,100
1971 _____ 1,475 1,250 250 4,800 1,075 275 300 95,400 475 3,250
1972 ... 1,450 1,275 225 4,850 1,100 250 o 98,900 500 3,525
1973, e 1,500 1,250 225 4,950 1,126 275 300 49,175 475 3,575
1974 . ____ 1,650 1,375 225 5,025 1,150 275 300 104,000 450 3,700
1975 e 1,525 1,32b 225 4,975 1,175 275 300 108,000 450 3,750
1976 o e 1,600 1,300 225 4,975 1,176 275 300 107,500 475 3,800
1977 e 1,625 1,325 225 4,975 1,175 275 306G 109,100 475 3,850
1978 . 1,525 1,325 225 5,025 1,200 275 390 110,000 475 3,900
1979 e 1,626 1,325 225 5,050 1,200 275 300 111,200 475 3,950
19080 e 1,525 1,325 225 5,050 1,200 275 300 112,250 475 4,000

SOURCE: Culifornia State Department of Finance.
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TABLE lI—Continued
Provisional Projections of Public School Twelfth Grade Graduates
By County Thru School Year Ending June 1980
Revised June 1964
Year
Ending June Mariposa | Mendocino Merced Modoc Mono Monterey Napa Nevada Orange Placer
1960 o e aae 45 623 1,002 70 20 1,482 632 264 6,045 0647
1961 e 45 607 1,100 86 22 1,62° 7G8 263 7,343 822
j L 11 S —— 38 664 1,174 80 22 1663 727 232 7,852 809
1903 e e e 48 0627 1,172 75 15 1,708 763 241 9,094 926
1904 . e e 50 630 1,350 75 25 2,050 850 300 12,300 1,000
{ 1965 cmccecc e 50 778 1,525 100 25 2,275 975 350 14,350 1,100
1800, ccmemee- &0 775 1,650 75 20 2,925 1,050 300 15,300 1,225
1967 e 50 750 1,725 75 25 2,525 950 325 17,675 1,300
1908 o e oo 50 750 1,675 75 25 2,625 1,050 325 19,050 1,300
1969 . - e 50 725 1,725 75 25 2,725 1,050 300 21,200 1,350
1970 e ememe 50 675 1,900 75 25 2775 1,100 325 23,925 1,475
1971 o 50 725 1,950 75 25 2,925 1,150 325 25,850 1,525
1973 e 50 625 2,050 75 25 3,125 1,150 300 28,025 1,675
1973 e 50 650 2,050 75 25 3,175 1,200 | - 325 29,600 1,725
1974 e o 650 2,250 50 25 3,250 1,250 325 33,750 1,775
1975 e §0 625 2,350 50 25 3,475 1,300 325 36,400 1,850
1976 - e eem 50 623 2,425 50 25 3,475 1,350 325 38,500 1,875
1977 e es aaa 50 625 2,475 50 25 3,500 1,400 325 40,625 1,900
1978 e e e 50 625 2,500 50 25 3,550 1,450 325 42,875 1,925
1979 oo 50 625 2,525 50 25 3,575 1,475 325 44,100 1,975
1980 oo 50 625 2,550 50 25 4,000 1,500 325 45,325 2,000
Year San San San San San San Luis $3an
Ending June Plumas Riverside | Sacramento Benito Bernardino Diego Francisco Joaquin Obispo Mateo
1960 — oo eceeeeem 164 2,789 5,322 171 5,262 9,266 4,216 2,629 730 4,036 F
1961 oo cceeecem e 168 3,161 5,864 164 5,579 10,234 4,269 2,691 848 4,556
1962 - cemeeccmeee 162 3,573 6,299 152 5,813 11,520 4,311 2,800 911 4,664
1963 - e 169 3,282 6,681 186 5,941 11,746 4,329 2,888 891 5,061
1064 ccecccceeem 200 4,200 8,400 175 7,100 14,150 5,050 3,325 1,100 6,500
1965 e ceeee - 200 4,700 9,250 200 7,950 15,125 5,225 3,475 1,175 6,775
T3 S 225 5,050 9,950 225 8,225 15,225 5,625 3,550 1,200 7,000
1967 e 250 5,275 10,250 225 8,725 15,250 5,925 3,600 1,250 7,350
1968 e 250 5,550 10,400 200 8,800 15,250 5,750 3,550 1,225 7,350
1969 e 275 5,825 10,700 225 9,425 15,500 5,500 3,650 1,275 7,400
1970, e 225 6,125 10,800 250 9,700 16,000 5,500 3,700 1,400 7,850
1971 e 225 6,325 11,700 250 10,250 17,000 5,400 3,675 1,475 7,800
1972 e 200 6,650 12,150 250 10,625 17,500 5,400 3,700 1,475 8,125
1978 e e 200 6,925 12,275 250 11,075 17,750 5375 3,700 1,550 8,025
1974 o e 225 7,450 12,975 250 11,625 18,400 5,325 3,725 1,550 8,200
1975 e 225 8,100 13,300 250 12,300 19,000 5,275 3,750 1,575 8,350
1976 - o cceeecceane 225 8,300 13,600 250 12,700 19,600 5,275 3,750 1,600 8,550
1977 e 225 8,550 13,800 250 13,225 20,200 5,250 3,750 1,625 8,775
3 1978, e eeeeeeeeeee 225 8,825 14,025 250 13,750 20,750 5,250 3,775 1,675 8,900
1979 e 225 8,900 14,275 250 14,050 21,000 5,250 3,775 1,725 9,000
1980 cn e 225 8,950 14,500 250 14,300 21,175 5,250 3,800 1,750 9,075

56




TABLE Il1—Continved

Provisional Projections of Public School Twelfth Grade Graduates
By County Thru School Year Ending June 1980

Revised June 1944

Year Santa Santa Santa
Ending June Barbara Clara Cruz Shasta Sierra Siskiyou Solano Sonoma Stanislaus Sutter
1900, e 1,347 5,706 794 759 30 452 1,277 1,487 1,856 406
1961 . oo 1,731 6,690 956 774 46 429 1,362 1,612 2,1C1 433
1962 o e 1,759 7,563 958 722 37 444 1,395 1,630 2,118 440
1963 - oo 2,107 7,951 1,001 741 34 431 1,567 1,710 2,193 411
1904 - oo 2,600 10,206 1,250 900 50 500 2,050 2,050 2,350 475
1965 - e 2,800 11,328 1,375 1,000 50 600 2,150 2,325 2,575 525
1086 e 3,150 12,125 1,400 1,050 50 600 2,225 2,500 2,575 B5E0
1967 o e 3,350 13,250 1,525 1,150 50 600 2,150 2,500 2,600 600
1908 o 3,575 13,600 1,575 1,125 50 625 2,175 2,600 2,575 625
1969 o 4,000 14,975 1,650 1,150 50 650 2,150 2,725 2,650 325
1970 oo 4,500 16,325 1,675 1,250 50 650 2,400 2,950 2,750 650
197 e 5,000 17,650 1,675 1,300 50 625 2,550 3,075 2,775 700
1972 e 5,250 19,375 1,725 1,300 50 650 2,600 3,125 2,950 725
1978 e 5,600 20,400 1,750 1,350 50 600 2,700 3,250 2,875 700
1974 o e 6,275 22,000 1,875 1,375 50 625 2,900 2,375 3,000 675
1975 e 6,900 23,725 1,950 1,425 50 650 2,950 3,550 2,975 650
1976 - e 7,250 24,950 2,025 1,475 50 600 3,075 3,750 3,000 650
1977 e 7,600 26,150 2,100 1,500 50 625 3,175 3,575 3,025 650
1978 e 8,025 27,175 2,300 1,500 50 625 3,275 4,050 3,100 650
1979 e 8,275 27,925 2,400 1,525 50 650 3,300 4,125 3,100 650
1980 e 8,500 28,500 2,500 1,525 50 650 3,350 4,175 3,150 650
Yeer
Ending June Tehama Trinity Tulare Tuolumne Ventura Yolo Yuba Total

1960 oo e 357 93 1,803 175 1,815 022 258 148,871

1961, oo 349 82 1,907 179 2,101 683 283 160,486

1962 oo 376 100 1,946 191 2,245 675 309 167,244%

1963 e 359 77 1,931 198 2,358 751 307 172,750%

1964 e 400 160 2,025 200 3,200 950 350 209,125

1965 - oo 400 100 2,275 250 3,700 1,050 400 226,600

1966 - - oo 425 100 2,375 275 4,250 1,075 425 240,625

1967 e 425 100 2,375 250 4,575 1,075 400 247,800

1968 e eeemeeeem 450 100 2,250 250 4,575 1,175 400 250,870

1969 . - e 450 100 2,300 275 5,150 1,225 400 262,050

1970 - e 475 100 2,350 275 5,575 1,275 400 275,425

1971 . o 475 100 2,400 275 6,000 1,250 425 287,200

1972 e 475 100 2,375 275 6,600 1,400 450 209,825

1973 - e 425 100 2,325 275 7,025 1,460 475 305,000

1974 e 475 100 2,375 300 8,000 1,400 525 322,425

1975 e 500 100 2,425 325 8,750 1,500 600 334,100

1876 - oo 500 100 2,400 350 9,500 1,600 650 343,050

1977 e e 500 100 2,400 350 10,350 1,650 650 352,175

1978 e 500 100 2,400 350 11,300 1,675 675 361,100

1979 e 500 100 2,400 350 12,075 1,725 0675 367,000

1980 - e 500 100 2,400 350 12,750 1,750 700 372,750

* Figures include 3 graduates from Alpine County.
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Projection of Full-time Students California Independent Institutions of Higher Education,
By County of Location, 1965-1980

Total Enrolirrent Lower Division Upper Division Graduate and Professional

All Institutions

1905 e cmmcccmcccmemaccacc e a———an- 68,500 31,750 23,700 13,050

1970 e e cc e e m e e aaa— 81,800 37,175 27,675 17,050

1975 e e cmeeccmcc e ammemm—ccea————— 91,100 40,875 30,825 19,400

1980 e cmecmmmacecc e mccmece ecccmmemean 99,100 43,850 33525 21,725
Alameda County

1005 cccmmce e ccccmmmcmmemcmm—cccmmcceeme 3,000 1,450 850 700

1970 e memccmcccsrcccccmcccc———— 3,525 1,650 1,000 8756

b U 7 £ TS S ORI 3,800 1,750 1,100 950

1980 oo eeemem 4,050 1.850 1,200 1,000
Contra Costa County

1965 e c e e cc e e 1,200 725 450 25

(2 {1 T RS 1,600 875 625 100

1975 i eccccce e cecceccccccmcccmme e ———————— 1,700 925 650 125

(71 SR 1,775 950 675 150
Fresno County

1935 ucccmmcmcmcccmcccemccmmem—c—e————————— 325 200 125

1970 e c e ccccc e ——————— 475 250 225

1975 e e eccccmm e cm—- 550 275 275

1980 o e e ceccccmmccme————— 575 300 275
Inyo County

1965 e cc e mmeccccmcmmceeceeccccccmm——————— 25 25

1070 e e mae 25 25

1975 e cmcccccacccemccecrca—cec—————————— 25 25

1980 v oo ccccrmcmcccmecccccccccemcm————— 25 25
Los Angeleg County

1965 e m e e mc o mm e mmmm 30,000 13,500 12,000 4,500

1970 c e et m———— - 34,625 15,300 12,800 6,525

1975 e e ccmcccccmm rc e 38 500 17,000 14,000 7,500

G T o S 41,750 18,250 15,000 8,500
Marin County

1965 e e e e e eeeeeemmee 825 225 200 400

1970 e cc e e mmmmmmm——————— 975 275 225 475

e £ Sy 1,100 300 250 550

1980 oo e meemccmcccecccecccc—————- 1,200 325 275 600
Monterey County

1965 - e e 75 50 25

1970 c e - eercmccccecscereeeracecee—————- 150 100 50

b L - Sy S Sy 200 125 75

1980 e e o e oo 250 150 100
Napa County

1965 e e ccecc e e 1,450 1,000 400 56

1070 o cc e e cccccmcm———— e 1,750 1,178 525 50

1975 e e e e e em e m—mme—mmm—mm— e 1,860 1,200 550 50

1980 o oo 1,800 1,200 550 50
Orange County

1965 o e e e e mem e c e ccmcmcemmmmmccmmceee 1,275 800 400 75

1970 e e oo oo cmmcmcmmmeeee 1,575 1,000 475 100

1975 e e e e cce e ccccc——————mm—mm——————— 1,750 1,100 525 125

1980 e e e e m e memmm——e—mm 1,950 1,200 600 139
Riverside County :

1965 e c e cceee ccccccmcccccc——e- 1,400 850 400 50

1070 e ——— e e 1,700 1,150 475 75

1975 e n et e ——— 1,956 1,300 550 100

1980 oo oo ————— 2,150 1,400 625 125
San Bernardino County {

X065 e e e ccccmcccmcmccaaa 2,750 975 750 1,025

1970 - e e ccccme e e 3,475 1,200 1,975 1,200

1975 e e e —————— 3,875 1,350 1,228 1,300

1080 e e e e e ———————— 4,200 1,475 1,325 1,400
San Diego County

b L 15 L 2,875 1,775 900 200

1970 et e 3,800 2,200 1,1C0 500

b U 7 £ T, 4,675 2,500 1,450 725

1980 o e e e cm———m——— e e 5,250 2,650 1,600 1,000
San Francisco County

D215 O 5,250 2,225 1,650 1,375

1970 oo e memmccmmmmeeeo 6,850 2,800 2,125 1,725

b L £ IO 7450 3,100 2,400 1,950

1980 o e oo ccecccmmmmmmceae 8,175 3,425 2,62» 2,125
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TABLE :V—Continved

Projection of Full-time Students California Independent Institutions of Higher Education,
By County of Location, 1965-1980

D

Total Enrollment Lower Division Upper Division Graduate and Professional
San Joaguin County

1908 e e ———— 2,625 1,200 825 600 }
1970 o e e ———————— 3,100 1,450 976 675 f
107 e e ———— 3,450 1,600 1,100 750 .
‘. 1980 o e e e e 3,775 1,750 1,200 825 f
3 San Mateo County f
OGS e e m————— 1,225 800 300 125 b

1970 e ——————— 1,475 900 425 150

1978 e e e 1,600 950 475 175

1980 e e m—mm e ————— 1,750 1,025 525 200
\ i
5 550 300 b |
700 350 35 25 {

800 400 376 25

1980, e e — e — e ——————————— 800 400 375 25
Santa Clara County i
1965 e et m e a———- 12,175 4,750 3.67 3,750 i
1070 et ———— ) 14,200 5,425 4,125 4,350 1
b U £ - ——— 15,450 5,759 420 4,800 i
1980 e eemmmremet———————————— 16,775 8,075 5,450 5,250 b
Santa Cruz County i
1965 e e eeceam—————————— 425 300 125 ;
1970. 500 350 150 ;
1976 _— — 500 350 150 |
1980 - 500 350 150 p
Ventura County i
1965 — ———————————— - 1,050 550 350 150 i
1970 1,500 800 525 176 i
1975 ——— 1,925 1,000 725 200 {
1980 e 2,350 1,200 925 225 )
i

SOURCE: California State Department of Finance.
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TABLE VY
Reported and Projected Junior Collego Full-time Enrallments of Existing Institutions

1961-1980
Fresno
Fall Alameda Conira Costa { and Madera Imperial Kern Lassen Los Angeles Marin
1961 . . 3761 3969 3369 502 2906 148 46010 955
1962 e 4206 4229 3533 570 2903 177 47171 1165
1963 . e 4739 4466 3398 606 3010 214 47548 1398
1965 e e 6700 5950 4275 775 3700 300 60275 2075
1066 . e e e 7550 640C 4625 900 3875 300 63450 2275
1967 - e e e 7875 6650 4750 900 3850 300 64375 2325
1968. e e 7750 6775 4875 875 3950 275 65025 2375
1969 e 8025 7150 4875 950 3850 300 67600 2625
1970 e 8650 7550 5050 1025 4125 300 70450 2800
1971 e 8850 7650 5150 1150 4200 325 72500 2950
1972 e 9450 7850 5150 1175 4250 325 75175 3228
1978 . e 9575 7925 5025 1175 4325 325 75375 3300
1974 o 9950 8250 5125 1300 4400 3256 79050 3425
1975 e 10275 8375 5150 1250 4350 325 805350 3500
1976 oo 10400 8575 5250 1250 4350 325 81700 3550
1977 e 10550 8800 5350 1275 4350 325 82025 3625
1978, e 10725 9050 5475 1390 4400 325 83600 3675
1079 o 10875 9100 5475 1300 4425 325 84500 3750
1880 e 11050 9150 5500 1325 4425 325 85300 3800
: (Los Rios Dis.) San
Fall , Merced Monterey Napa Orange Placer Riverside Sacramento Bernardino
1961 .. - 1799 576 7706 982 2166 3404 3939
1962 e R - 1880 /g7 8683 950 2544 3950 4168
1968 e __ 1 _____ 299 2140 ¥99 9111 1055 2468 4746 4482
1965 i 575 2875 1175 13625 1200 3725 7575 6200
1960 o _mcoomriiooooon g o700 -~ - 32001 - --1275 - 15150 1300 - - 4050 8275 6500
1967, . 775 3225 1175 16250 1350 4225 - 8625 6975
1068 .. 800 3350 1325 17325 1325 4400 8800 7050
1969 ___. 875 3475 1325 19075 1375 4650 9050 7550
1970, L 1000 3550 1400 20875 1475 4900 9150 7750
107) el 1050 3725 1475 23000 1525 5050 9850 8200
1072, L 1150 3975 1475 24800 1675 5325 10275 8500
1978 e 1200 4050 1525 2605 1725 5550 10375 8850
1974 _ . 1325 4150 1600 20525 1775 5950 10950 9300
1075, oL 1400 4425 1650 31850 1850 6475 11250 9850
1976 e 1475 4425 1725 33700 1875 6650 11525 10159
1977 L 1525 4475 1775 35550 1900 6850 11709 10575
1978 o 1575 4525 1850 37525 1925 7050 11900 11000
1079 e 1625 4550 1875 38600 1975 7125 12100 11250
1980 .. 1650 5100 1925 39650 2000 7150 12200 114350
Fall San Diego | San Francisco | San Joaquin San Mateo |Santa Barbara| Santa Clara Santa Cruz Shasta
1881 oo 4864 4658 2093 2945 1232 3982 698 974
1962__.. __ ___ emcccc———en 3603 4960 2222 3147 1331 4317 1052 1007
1063 - s 6257 5073 2422 3664 1775 5662 1179 1182
1965 e 8625 6175 2950 5225 2400 8500 1725 1650
1066 oo 8975 6675 3050 5525 2750 9325 1775 1750
1967 oo 9150 7050 3125 5875 2950 10475 1975 1950
1068 oo 9300 6875 3125 5950 3175 11025 2075 1925
1969 . 9600 0600 3250 6075 3600 12425 2175 1975
1970 e 10075 6625 3325 6525 4050 13875 2225 2150
1971 e 10875 6525 3350 6550 4500 15350 2250 2250
1972 e 11375 6550 3400 6900 4725 17250 2325 2250
1978 e 11550 6550+ 3425 6900 £,050 18350 2375 2325
1974 . 11950 6525 3450 7125 5650 20025 2525 2375
1975 e e 12350 6500 3475 7300 6200 21825 2625 2450
1076 . 12750 6525 3475 7475 6525 23075 2725 2550
1977 . e 13125 6525 3475 7675 6850 24200 2825 2600
1978 . 13500 6550 3500 7800 7225 25125 3100 2600
1970 e 13650 6575 3500 7875 7450 25825 3250 2625
1980 e . 13775 8575 3525 7950 7650 26375 3375 2625
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TABLE Y—Continued
Reported and Projected Junior College Full-time Enrollments of Existing Institutions

1961-1980
Fall Siskiyou Solang Sonoma Stanislaus Tulare Venturs Yuba Total
1961 . 217 746 1674 1750 2000 1536 1075 112636
1062 235 707 1734 2811 2413 1654 1264 121283
1968 v 276 1091 1753 2220 1776 1921 1393 128221
1065 .. 450 1550 2275 2875 2150 3050 185v 172150
1966 475 1625 2450 2575 2250 3525 1950 184500
L 500 1600 2425 2600 2250 3825 1975 191350
1068 e 575 1625 2500 2875 2225 3850 2050 196125
1969 ___ . 625 1625 2625 2650 2175 4350 2125 204625
1970 650 1825 2825 2750 2225 4750 2275 216200
071 650 1950 2025 2775 2275 5100 2375 226350
1972 675 2000 2950 2950 2250 5600 2550 237525
1978 e 625 2100 3050 2875 2200 5975 2600 242300
1974 675 2250 3150 3000 2250 6800 2725 256875
S 725 2275 3300 2975 2300 7450 2825 267100
976 . 675 2375 3475 3000 2275 8075 2975 274875
1077 e 725 2450 35756 3025 2275 8800 2975 282650
1978 . 725 2550 3750 3150 2275 9600 3025 200325
1979 e 775 2550 3825 3100 2275 10275 3050 295450
1980 T 775 2600 3850 3150 2275 10350 3100 300450

SOURCE: State Department of Finance.




TABLE VI

Celifornia State Colleges First-timo Freshmen by County of Graduation—Fall 1963

All Cal Cal
HS. | Can- Poly | Poly Huwe. | Long Los | Fuller- | Sacra-
Grads | puses |Hayward (SLO) i teldt mento
9417 12 8
Amador.._____..____._ 137 15 1 2 1 1 |3 R F— 7 1 1
Butte. oo 1116 281 | 3 20 2 DN M . 3 1 b I 6 6
Calaveras__._____..___ 116 16 -— 1 3 1 1 8 1 2
Colusa.. oo, 148 b ¥ P I 2 4 3 1 - 3. 2 2
Contra Costa..ooo.. 5710 424 3 3 53 67 36 14 b 3 P I 22 5 1 2 116 91
Del Norte.. oo, 166 i ) P I b 3 U S 15 | 4 ]
El Doradoo oo 338 30 2 4 2 ) B I ) 8 IR 1 3 5
Fresaoue . __..__.___ 4203 T44 | 2 19 1 687 2 b4 L 3 . 2 2 s 3 5 16
Glenn.___.___________ 232 40 | 1 1 32 1 e 1 4
Humboldt..__ ... 1198 289 5 6 4 254 b 3 U 5 6 8
Imperial .. __._... 739 18 |ecoaamee 2 3 1 1 2 7 2
Inyoo oo 155 24 | 18 e 4 3 1 1 2
Kernoooooo 3467 100 1 3 42 3 12 (] 1 4 : 2 I 2 4 14
Kings_ o oo, 686 b P (i} 2 /| FOR SN . I 3 ) O I 1 1 2
Iake oo . 155 30 1 5 1 1 1 1 11 3 ]
3 Lassen.. .o _eo_.._.. 190 11 . 3 I 1 1
Los Angeles_______._.. 62457 483 3 463 214 16 44 33 1345 042 47 11 182 |oveeeeee 1113 75 295
Maders.ooooee. . 437 57 14 1 38 1 5
Marin. ... 1711 140 ) N B 11 12 3 L 3 ISR . 1 2 1 L 2 67 29
Mariposa__ oo 48 9 2 | ) 3 4 . 1 - 1
Mendocino. __......._._ 627 L2 IR I 11 17 3 13 2 ) O I 7 1 14 7 9
Mereed.._.___________ 1172 110 |eacee e 2 23 5 53 4 ) N IO 1 2 4 9 12
Modoe.o oo 75 . S 1 5 1 ) N P -
Mono_ oo 15 b 2 I I 1 -
Monterey_________.... 1708 59 22/ 2 |, 3 I 1 3 1 8 17
Napa.ooooooom 763 P S P 1 Y 5 4 2 4 2
Nevada..._________. 241 8 2 1 3 1 1
Orange______.______ 9094 647 |coeeeeen &6 49 3 (] 4 253 4 164 61 ___._.. 3 4 46
FPlaeer. o o.__ 926 & 1 I 7 (i I P 2 21 b P 1 4
Plumas . ____________ 169 20 | e 1 1 | 2 b2 PR I 1 2 1
Riverside_ . ____.______ 3282 169 |oeoeee 32 21 5 2 15 5 3 1 63 3 5
Sacramento. __________ 6681 588 |ooo.... 1 25 30 5 5 472 T 3N TR N 17 29
San Benito. ... 186 I IR I 2 Jomcane 4 1 1 1
San Bernardino. .. _. 5941 284 . 95 23 2 17 3 22 5 2 3 40 | 4 13 32
San Diego... ... 11746 1767 1 15 27 2 3 12 16 1 kI 1628 3 5 11 40
San Francisco_ ... 4329 L&) O R 9 (i} 2 N I ) I 2 5 357 45
San Joaquin___________ 2888 b £/ N N 19 10 13 1 41 b 3 S A 18 27
San Luis Obispo_ ... 891 169 | eeeee 119 13 2 [ 1 1 4 [ 3 F— 1 4 9
San Mateo___._.___._. 5081 552 2 7 41 24 9 3 5 8 L 3 P 1 207 243
Santa Barbars.___.____ 2107 123 |ooeee . 4 61 5 (1] 2 6 ) N I 2 6 2 9 19
Santa Clars_._________ 7961 1204 1 1 7 32 5 9 5 13 1 2 37 111
Santa Crus.._.____._. 1001 18 Jeoee oo 3 1 . 1 0 2 11
Shasta_ oo oo 741 46 8 19 1 5 b 3 (R 1 0 8 3
Sierra__..__._________ 34 kN PO 1 1 14,
Siskiyou_.___.________ 431 36 J—— 2 19 | e 2 4 - 2 6
Solano 1567 92 - 15 19 2 1 2 (R IS 24 i L 3 9 15
Sonoma. . ___________ 1710 97 c— 14 7 6 3 1 7 ! 32 11 15
Stanislaus. . _________. 2193 51 | 6 4 7 7 4 .- 11 12
Sutter. .. _______ 411 23 2 8 2 ) N 2 1 7
Tebama_ . _______.__._ 359 720 R N S 43 1 1 P28 I N R 5
Teiniby. o oo oo 7 b3 B PO - [ 2 I 2 2 I I S ) 3N
Tulare...__._o_o___... 1931 43 lemoeee 1 14 1 18 2 oo 2 ) 3N R I 2 2
Tuolumne. .. _.._._._ 198 18 e 1 1 4 1 7 2 2
Ventora...___________ 2358 88 |-+ caeee 8 28 4 (i} 2 5 ) 3 I 1 6 1 10 2 16
Yoloo ..o .. 751 7 T S 9 9 5 67 1 3 3
Youbaoooe 307 16 e 1 3 1 2 4 4
Total.o e . 172747 | 15465 560 €91 1102 742 1076 447 1699 973 222 803 2059 71 1155 1300 2565
Out-of-State G| @f | @) | | @) | @] 9 (36) | (108 @] ©)| a0 aw)




TABLE vIi
University of California
First-timo Freshmen by County of High School Graduation—Fall 1963

1963
County HS. Grads | All Campuses Barkeley Davis Los Angeles Riverside | Santa Barbara
Alameda.__._. .. __. 0417 586 413 97 12 7 &Y
Alpine_. - - - -
Awador ______________________ 137 7 4 3
Butte. e 1116 35 8 19 8
Calaveras_______________ o 115 6 1 4 1
Colusa__. o 148 8 1 (] 1
Contra Costa_______ . 5710 404 222 109 12 5 56 -
Del Norte. . . 166 3 - 1 2
ElDoradoeae oo 338 11 5 4 2
Fresno_ o oo 4203 86 46 12 9 1 18
Glenn.__ 232 9 b 4
Humboldt.. ... 1198 16 9 5 1 1
Imperial. ., 739 18 4 - 6 3 5
Y0 oL 155 8 - 1 1 1 5
Kern. L 3467 73 24 8 9 7 25
Kings. . 686 17 4 4 2 1 6
Lake. oo L 153 9 1 3 5
Yassen . 190 6 4 2
Los Angeles_ .. oo . 62457 3701 775 71 2024 204 627
Maders.. - e 437 16 i0 - 3 3
Marin. L 1711 165 96 30 3 4 32
Maripoae e 48 - -- -
Mendoeino_ oo oo 627 27 15 7 1 4
Merced_ o e 1172 47 22 12 2 1 10
ModoCa oo 75 2 - 2
MoOnOa e e 15 2 — 1 1
Monterey . - oo 1708 69 32 11 1 1 2%
NapP& o e L 763 28 15 11 1 1
Nevada....____ I 241 9 4 5
Orange. e 0094 336 65 4 116 61 90
Placer o e 926 26 ] 17 3
Plumas_ 1e9 8 2 ) 1
................................... 3232 192 20 i9 20 104 29
................................. 6681 286 97 157 8 1 23
................................. 186 3 _— 1 2
............................. 5941 235 51 8 69 72 44
.................................. 11746 363 112 16 71 65 09
............................... 4329 252 174 46 1 4 27
................................ 2888 95 52 39 4
............................. 891 30 9 6 3 12
................................. 5061 344 186 54 14 6 84
2107 198 21 5 11 6 156
7951 376 195 45 24 6 106
1001 32 18 3 1 10
741 17 8 7 2
34 1 - 1
431 17 5 11 1
1567 59 20 33 4 2
1710 62 30 24 3 2 4
2193 35 14 14 3 2 2
411 13 2 9 2
359 7 2 5
77 3 3 -
1931 22 10 1 4 7
198 9 5 4
2358 105 21 6 26 2 50
751 67 17 46 2 b 1
307 11 - 10 1




TABLE Vil

Rates per 1,000 Pudlic High Schoo! Graduates in 1963 Attending California Higher
Eduzational Inctitutions as First-time Freshmen, Fall, 1963

‘ U.C. C.8.C. J.C's Private Institutions Total
1963 H.S.
< Grads
Area (Pub) No. Rate No. Rate No. Rate No. Rate No. Rate
Alameda o ceeoo-. 2 9417 586 62 1253 133 2579 274 376 40 4794 509
. Alpinea o cc o 2 - - - -- - - - - - - -
Amador___.____._. 2 137 7 51 15 109 29 212 1 Ve 52 380
Butte. oo 1 1116 35 31 231 207 261 234 16 14 543 487
Calaveras. . wceee-- 2 115 6 52 15 130 30 261 1 g 52 452
Colusae oo 2 148 8 54 17 115 71 480 6 41 102 689
Contra Costa. ... 2 710 404 71 424 74 2299 403 184 32 3311 580
Del Norte-.cocaee- 1 166 3 18 26 157 18 108 4 24 51 307
El Dorado.. . a.... 2 338 1 32 30 89 103 305 9 27 153 453
Fresn0cceccccacme- 3 4203 86 20 744 177 2146 511 147 35 318 743
Glenn.. oo 1 232 9 39 40 172 44 190 7 30 10 431
Humboldt.oeeo.._- 1 1198 18 13 289 241 118 99 2 18 443 371
Imperial. ccaeeeooo 5 739 19 24 18 24 318 430 22 31 377 510
) 6\ T 3 155 8 52 24 155 47 303 7 45 86 558
N LGy « T, 3 3467 73 21 100 29 1567 452 117 34 1807 535
Kings. oo 3 686 17 25 36 52 186 271 20 29 259 377
Lakeewocmccacmean. 2 155 9 58 30 194 73 471 3 19 115 742
Lassen.cccconcan-. 1 190 6 32 11 58 98 516 - 115 605
S Los Angeles........ 4 62457 3701 59 4783 77 21593 346 3302 53 33379 534
b Mader e ceceucma-n 3 437 16 37 57 130 160 366 12 28 245 561
Marin. oo cceameo 2 1711 165 96 140 82 739 432 123 72 1167 682
Mariposa__ooooo-_ 3 48 - - 9 188 22 458 1 21 32 667
MendocinOecauea-. 1 627 27 43 85 135 160 255 11 18 283 451
Mercedovnmeccacana 3 1172 47 40 116 99 434 370 33 28 630 538
ModoCemecccmccman 1 75 2 27 8 107 13 173 - 23 307
Mono. oo __. 3 15 2 133 1 67 3 200 1 67 7 467
Monterey coeeeeo-. 2 1708 69 40 59 35 839 491 69 40 1036 606
Napa - ccmecccmene 2 763 28 37 21 28 491 644 42 55 582 763
Nevadaeecccacmeo- 1 241 9 37 8 3 16 66 5 21 38 158
Orange... cceeeee.- 4 9094 336 37 30 71 3780 416 361 40 4507 496
‘ Placer ceoecmmeccaan 2 926 26 28 43 46 467 504 15 16 551 595
Plumas.ccecccaaaao 1 169 8 47 20 118 71 420 4 24 103 609
3 Riverside.accceaaoo 4 3282 192 58 159 48 1353 412 149 45 1853 657
SacramentO.eeo---- 2 6681 286 43 588 88 2199 329 155 23 3228 483
San Benito.. ... 3 186 3 16 9 48 17 21 2 10 31 167
San Be:nardino.... 4 5941 235 40 264 44 2377 400 232 39 3108 523
San Diegoooc oo 5 11741 363 31 1767 150 5109 435 521 44 7760 661
% San Francisco...... 2 4320 252 58 431 100 1991 460 384 89 3058 706
San Joaquine - cceeoo 2 2888 95 33 130 45 1121 38%, 170 59 1516 525
San Luis Obispo.... 4 891 30 34 159 178 197 221 24 27 410 460
San Mateo.caauo-- 2 5061 344 68 552 109 2024 490 262 52 3182 629
Santa Barbera..... 4 2107 198 94 123 58 865 £11 132 63 1313 625
Santa Clara..——._. 2 7951 376 47 1294 163 2809 353 288 36 4767 600
Santa Cruz-----... 2 1C01 32 32 18 18 806 805 73 73 929 920
Shasta._____oo____ 1 741 17 23 46 62 413 557 6 8 475 641
: Ty o; DU 1 34 1 26 3 88 5 147 - 9 265
% SiskiyoUacecccccaen 1 431 17 a¢ 35 81 192 446 10 23 254 589
, Solan0. e e cecaen. 2 1567 59 38 92 59 850 542 32 20 1033 659
Sonoma - o cccenno- 2 1710 63 3% 97 57 726 425 96 56 982 574
Stanislaus. oo ___ 3 2193 35 16 51 23 847 386 80 37 1013 462
Sutterocecceeeeoo.. 2 411 13 H 23 56 212 516 8 20 256 623
Tehama. ccceeeaa- 1 359 7 190 52 145 97 270 6 7 162 451
Trinityececcccaaan- 1 77 3 3 11 143 29 377 - 43 558
Tulare - occmceeno__ 3 1931 22 1. 43 22 1093 566 46 24 1204 623
Tuolumne o ____ 3 198 9 H 18 o1 59 208 9 46 95 485
Ventura_ .o oe___._ 4 2358 105 4 g8 37 959 407 137 58 1289 547
Yolommemmmeeee 2 751 | 67 80 97 129 80 107 14 19 322 429
Yuba. . 1 307 11 as 15 49 171 557 9 29 20° 671
(Not distributed by |county) 1185
TOTALec e 172750 8573 4.0 15465 90 66561 385 7767 45 96571 559
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TABLE I1X

Summary of Public High School Graduates by Primary and Secondary Enroliment
Zones of Possible New State Colleges, 3970-71 to 1980

Los Angeles
Contra (Glendale- San
Year Costa Kern Griffith Park) Mateo Ventura
Primary Zone - .
1970~ 1 . 9,275 4,800 7,432 7,800 6,000
71-72, .. 9,500 4,850 7,704 8,125 6,600
7273 e 9,600 4,950 7,726 . 8,025 7,025
o T 10,000 5,025 8,102 8,200 8,000
T4=75 e 10,150 4975 8,257 8,350 8,750
o (T 10,400 4975 8,374 8,550 9,500
YO~ TT e 10,675 4,975 8,499 8,775 10,350
LGt T 10,975 5,025 8,569 8,900 11,300
7879 . 11,025 5,050 8,662 9,000 12,075
79-80. oL 11,100 O ] 5,050 8,744 9,075 12,750
Secondary Zone
1970-71_ . ___ 28,500 3,475 51,936 39,350 5,000
T1-72 . 30,700 3,475 53,841 41,975 - 5,250
7273 oo 30,925 3,450 53,991 43,100 5,600
o £ T 31,700 3,525 56,618 45,250 6,275
T4~ e 32,150 3,600 57,706 47,375 6,900
(G o (T 32,400 3,575 58,523 48,750 7,250
(o i (R 32,625 3,575 59,394 50,100 7,600
TI=T8. e 32,975 3,600 59,884 £:2,500 8,025
78-79 e 33,125 3,600 60,537 52,425 8,276
79-80_ .. 33,400 3,600 61,109 53,250 8,500

Secondary Zores are as follows:

1. Contra Costa—Alameda, Marin, San Francisco, San Joaquin, and Solano.

2. Kern—XKings and Tulare.

3. Los Angeles—Zones 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 of Los Angeles County. See Map, page 50, Los Angeles County Enrollment Zone.
4. San Mateo—Alameda, San Francisco, Santa Clara, and . anta Cruz.

5. Ventura—Santa Barbara.

NoTe: The definition of primary and secondary zones were develop:d by the Office of Institutional Research of the California State
Colleges. Projections of High School Graduates were developed by tue California Department of Finance.

TABLE X

Summary of Levels of Factors Selected {or Enrollment Projections for Possible New State Colleges After an Initial Ten-year Period of
Development, With Projected Enrollments for 1980-81

Contra Los Angeles San
- - Factors - Costa Kern (Glendale) Mateo Ventura

1. First-time freshmen as percent of prior high school graduates: JE

TrOm PrimarY Z0Nel. o o o o o oo oo e oo e e e e e e e e e e e 8.5 12.8 8.5 8.5 8.3

From 8eCOndary Z0ne. - o e oo oo e m e oo e e e 1.3 2.3 1.3 1.3 2.3
2. First-time freshmen from primary and secondary zones as a percent of the first-time from

California . o oo oo e 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0
3. First-time freshmen from California as a percent of total first-time.__....._.____._. .. 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0 95.0
4. Undergraduate transfers as a percent of first-time freshmen2_ .. _____._____________ 91.8 83.1 91.8 91.8 01.8
5. ““Old” as & percent of prior year total undergraduate exrollment— ... ... 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7 68.7
6. Graduate enrollment as a percent of lotal undergraduate enrollment.. ... __.__________ 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4
7. Ratio of annual £'I'E to totul fall enrollment__ .o oo oo 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 )
8. Projected Enrollment (1980-91)

a. Total firstetime.. o oo 1,530 810 1,700 1,620 1,420

b. Undergraduate transfers. .. oo :oocooooiiio. o 1,400- 670 { - 1,560 1,490 1,300

c. Total fall undergraduates. -« oo 7,240 3,500 7,800 7,390 6,490

d. Total graduate enrollment._ ... oo 460 230 500 470 420

e. Total annual FTE. . _Zo. oo 6,930 3,440 7,470 7,070 6,220

. f. Total full-time enrollment .. . oo 7,700 3,820 8,300 7,860 6,910

11t is assumed that 85% of the Sta‘e (“oilege enrollment from a county would enroll in a State College located in that county. An
assumed rate for Kern County fo. 1375 tc all State Colleges is 15%, of which 86% or 12.8% would enroll at a State Ccllege in
that county. A rate of 8.5%, or 85% of 10, was used for the other areas.

21t was assumed that undergraduate transfers would be 83.1% of total first-time freshmen for Iern County. The other ir:as have
an assumed rate of 91.8%.
c ]Ho'm: The above projections were computed from rates developed by the Office of Institutional Research of the Ca,ifoinia State

olleges.
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TABLE Xi

v:imated Effect of u New State Collage in Contra Costa County on Potential Enroliments
From Contra Costa County to Existing State Colleges

(Fuil-time)

Existing State Colleges

Estimated Enroll. Postible
Potential Contra Costa
Diversion State College San Francisco

Status Quo
From Conira Costa Co.? - 2,315

100.0

5,650
100.0

Agijume New S.C.3
1930 | From Contra Costa Co.. -- 388 233 7,770

5.0 3.0 . 100.0

1980 | Diversion from Existing
State College Potentials. 1,277 599 4,385

1The 2,315 students from Contra Costa County attending all State Colleges in fall 1962 were 42.3% of the 5,471 public high school
graduates of 1961-62 for Contra Costa.

2 Assume 509% of projected 11,100 public high school graduates for 1979-80 attend all State Colleges. The increase irom 42.39% to
50¢% due primarily to development of California State College at Hayward.

s’ Assume 70% of projected 11,100 high school graduates will attend all State Colleges, if one is established in Contra Costa, with 85%
attending the iocal new State College. Actual data for 1962, for the state, indicates total state college enrollments of 75.0% of prior

irearf puglic high school graduates. Of this proportion, from 85-909 attended state colleges in their own county, it available and enroll-
ng freshmen.

% Additional students frova other counties would attend a new Contra Costs State Collegas, nerhaps 10% of & projected totai vnrsliment
of 7,700 full-time stulc.uis.

NoTe: The tables are based on factors developed by the staft of the State Collozze Mrustees.

PIOPPREIR

TABLE Xil

Estimated Effect of a New State College in Los Angeles Sounty on Potential Enrollments
At Existing State Colleges

(Full-time)

Exi* .1g State Colleges

Estimated Enroll. San
Potential Cal Poly Los Fernando
Diversion . (K-V) Angeles Valley

Status Quo
Frora Los Angeles County? 1,840 6,669 4,303 21,676
8.5 . 30.9 19.9 100.0
4,939 11,225 8,080 1 44,800
11.0 . 25.0 20.0 . . 100.0

Assume New S.C.
1980 |} From Los Angeles County. 4,490 8,082 7,633 44 900

Per cent . 10.0 18.0 17.0 . 5.0 100.0
1980 | Diversion from Existing State College

519 3,143 1,347 449 6,736

1The 21,676 full-time students from Lwos Angeles County attending all state colleges in fall 1962 weve 35.4 per cent of the 61,026
public high school graduates of 1961-62 for Los Ang-les County. -

3 Assume 409% of projected 112,260 public high school graduates for 1979-80 attend all state coiieges. The Increase irom 35.4% to
409, is due to development of South Bay State Collzge.

3 Additional students from other countles would aitend & new state colleze in Los Angele + County, perhaps 5% of a projected trtal
enroliment of 8,300 full-time students.

WoTE: The tables are basel on factors developed by the staff of the State Colleges ‘Trustees.




TABLE Xtii

Estimated Effect of a New State College :n San Mateo County on Potential Enroliments
At Existii.g State Colleges -

(Full-tims)
Existing State Colleges
Estimated Enroll. Possible
. Potential San Mateo San San All Other
Year Diversion S.C. Francisco Jose Hayward State Colleges Totals
Status Quo
1062 | From San Mateo Co.t_ o} oo 1,723 1,437 9 335 3,504
Percent. oo | L 49.2 4.0 0.2 9.6 100.0
1980 | From San Mateo Co.2 o |- oo oo o 3,131 2,654 681 340 6,806
Percent_ oo e 46.0 39.0 10.0 5.0 100.0
Assume New S.C3
1980 | From San Mateo Co.__.__ 45,785 340 340 204 137 6,806
Percent oo oo ____ 85.0 5.0 5.0 3.0 2.0 100.0
1980 | Diversion from Existing
State College Potentials.{_____________._.__ 2,791 2,314 l 477 203 5,785

! The 3,504 students from San Mateo County attending all State Colleges in fall 1962 werc 75% of the 4,664 1961-62 public High
e School graduates of San Mateo County.

2Assume 75% of projected 5,675 public High School graduates for 1979-80 attend all .tate Colleges.
¥ Assume 85% of all San Mateo County State College enrollees will attend local State Tollege if established.

¢ Additional students frcm other counties would attend 2 new San Mateo State College perhaps 159% of a projected total enrollment
of 7,860 full-time students,

NoteE: The tables are based o:.1 factors developed by the staff of the State College Tru stees.
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The University of California—Estimates of Four-term Enrolilments, June 1964

TABLE XIV

Totals

Berkeley

Davis

Los Angeles

Riverside

2San
Francisco

Santa
Barbara

San Diego

Projected

1965 Fall . —oocuee-

1966 Fall .o o—ocua--

1967 Winter

1967 Spring.--------

1967 Summer-—-----

1967 Fall oo ccceeca

1968 Winter

1968 Spring.-aa-----

1968 Summer-------

1969 Fal - ——co---

1970 Winter.

1970 Spring_——-----«

1970 Summer-- -—---
1970 Fall . _—_----

1971 Winter.

1971 Spring--c------

1971 Summer.-«----

1971 Fall. oo
1972 Winter—cc-a---
1972 Spring - - -----

1972 Summe

) R,

1972 Fall oo
1973 Winter_-——----
1973 Spring---e----

1973 Summer. .-~

1973 Fall_coccoeeo o

1974 Winter

1974 Springe---eem--

1974 Summer.__-___

1974 Fall ...

1975 Winter

1975 Springe-ccee——-

1975 Summer. ...

1975 Fall e oo

1976 Winter

1976 Spring._ . _.__

53,761
58,005
64,001

78,025
85,775
81,625
81,625
13,675
89,575
85,225
83,700
32,250
92,775
85,975
84,100
32,250
93795
87,975
87,525
32,200
97,775
90,975
89,825
32,650
100,400
93,450
92,250
35,925
104,775
97,600
96,000
39,550
109,075
101,475
00,800
40,675
112,975
105,075
103,550
43,950
116,150

108,300
106,375

23,605
24,968
26,632

27,500

27,500
25,925
25,925

13,675

27,500
25,725
24,200

13,950

27,500
24,475
24,150

13,575

27,500
25,250
24,000

Fieati¥)

13,950

27,500
25,225
24,500

13,975
217,500
25,225
24,500
14,025
27,500
25,225
24,500
14,050
27,500
25,225
24,500
14,100
27,500
25,225
24,500
14,075
27,500

25,225
24,500

3,441
4,041
4,905

7,100

8,300
8,100
8,100

9,050
8,850
8,850

9,575
9,400
9,400

10,125
9,950
9,950

10,700
10,525
10,525

11,150
10,975
10,975

11,900
11,700
11,700

12,625
12,425
12,425

13,225
13,050
13,057

13,775
13,625
13,625

18,676
19,987
21,696

26,250

27,500
26,575
26,575

27,500
26,650
26,650

13,475
27,500
25,500
24,475
13,750

27,500
24,5625

24,525
10,00V
27,500
25,225
24,900
13,775
27,500
25,125
24,625
13,925
27,500
25,100
24,625
13,975
27,500
25,.00
24,625
13,975
27,500
25,100
24,625
13,975
27,500

25,100
24,625

1.963
2,158
2,625

4,225
5,400
5,000

5,875
5,475
5,47F

6,575
6,125
6,125

6,975
6.475
6,470

7,125
6,625
6,625

7,625
7,125
7,125

8,250
7,725
7,725

8,900
8,325
8,325

9,500
8,900
8,900

10,0600
9,400
9,400

1,885
1,945
2,002

2,100

2,200
2,125
2,125

2,275
2,200
2,200

2,350
2,275
2,275

2,475
2378

2,375

2,525
2,425
2,425

2,550
2,450
2,450

2,575
2,475
2,475

2,575
2,475
2,475

2,675
2,500
2,500

2,600
2,500
2,500

4,041
4,706
5,858

8,650

9,875
9,275
9,275

10,650
10,100
10,100

4,825
11,225
10,725
10,200

4,925
11,400
10,225
10,325

4,700
11,175
10,450
10,350

4,900
11,250
10,575
10,525

&,m00
12,000
11,275
11,200

5,575
12,650
11,875
11,800

5,925
13,325
12,500
12,400

6,225
13,925

13,025
12,925

825

1,875
1,725
1,725

2,325
2,150
2,150

2,825
2,625
< 2,625

3,350

0,10V

3,100

3,850
3,575
3,575

4,450
4,150
4,150

5,375
5,000
5,000
2,775
6,275
5,975
5,623
3,275
7,225
6,550
6,475
3,550
8,075

7,500
7375

150
200
283

1,125

2,000
1,850
1,850

2,775
2,575
2,575

3,100
2,875
2,875

3,700

*a78

3475

4,500
4,225
4,225

5,125
4,800
4,800

2,800
5,800
5,450
5,150
3,225
6,525
5,850
5,800
3,400
7,075
6,525
6,375
3,700
7,425

6,825
6,700

Source: University of California, Office of Analytical Studies.




Zonal Rates First-time Enter
High Schooi Graduates,
California—Davis,

ing Freshmen per 1,000 Public
1961, 1962, 1963, University of
Santa Barbara, Riverside,

Berkeley, Los Angeles

Campus and Zons

TABLE XVI

General Relarions of First-time Entering Frashmen,
Undergraduate and Graduate Students 1961,
1962, 1963, University of California~Davis,
Santa Barhara, Riverside, Borkeley,

Los Angeles

1961

Davis

Other Ares Connties._.____________
All Other Counties.._______________

Santa Barbara

Berkeley

County of loeation___... ... ______.
Contiguous Counties_..____________
Other Area Counties_.____________

All Other Cruntics

- a.?
Tos Avidee

Courty of loeation.________._______

Other Area Counties.______________
All Otker Counties.________________
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r Year
Students 1961 1962 1963

Davis

First-Time Freshmen_________________ 793 879 1028

% of Total Undergraduates_._________ 30.6%, 28.3% 27.8%

Total Undergraduates.._..___________ 2591 3108 3713

Graduate Students..._.______________ 850 953 1192

%0 of Uncergraduates_____.__________ 32.8% 30.0% 32.1%
Santa Barbara

First-Time Freshmen._.._________.____ 1127 1410 1652

%0 of Total Undergraduates_.__ ______ 20.3%} ° 31.6% 29.9%

Total Undergraduates.___.___________ 3851 4456 5522

Graduate Students. ._._______________ 190 250 336

% of Total Undergraduates___________ 4.9% 5.6% 6.1%
Riverside

First-Time Freshmen...______________ 526 456 567

% of Total Undergraduates.__________ 29.5% 25.2% 27.3%

Total Undergraduates. .o ________ TS 1600 205

Graduate Students......._____________ 190 352 550

% of Tatal Tndorareduntes "~ 10.7%1  18.5%i  %h.A%
Berkeley

tarst-Lime Freshmen...__.___________ 20802 2870 2865

% of Total Undergraduates.______. ___ 18.4%, 17.3% 16.3%

Total Undergraduates. _______________ 15750 16596 17547

Graduate Students._..._.____________ 7855 8372 9085

% of Total Undergradustes_._________ 49.9%, 50.4%, 51.8%
Los Angeleg

First-Time Freshmen____.____________ 2030 2098 2461

%0 of Total Undergradustes.__________ 16.29, 15.99, 17.49%,

Total Undergraduates._______________ 12501 13170 14139

Graduate Students___________________ 6175 6817 7557

% of Total Undergraduates___________ 49.4%, 51.8% 53.4%
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TABLE XVII

1980 Potential Enroliment of First-time Entering Freshmen
Assuming o New University Campus in the Scuth

San Joagquin Valley
1980 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
RELATED TO COUNTIES
Entrants
per! 1000
High
Schoot
ZONE MADERA{ FRESNG | TULARE | KERN 0 Graduat:s
County of Location. 475 6,675 2,400 | £,050 68.8
Contiguous Counties 0,050 7.100 13,150 | 3,325 22.5
Cther Area Counties 12,275 8,625 6,850 | 13,525 9.7
All G*her Counties_.| 350,350 | 359,350 $50,350 { 350.350 2.1
FIRST-TIME ENTERING FRESHMEN
RELATED TO COUNTIES
ZONE MADERA| FRESNO | TULARE | EERN
County of LOCAUOn e .- 22 459 165 347
Contiguous Countie¢, oo o--- 217 160 296 86
Ditos Aven Clanntien . oaoo. oo 119 84 66 131
All Other CountieS. aee-- .- (ov i 728 T8
Total —cmceccmocccmeman 1105 1439 1265 1350

1980 Poiensial Enroliment Assuming a New University Campus
In the South San Joaquin Valley

TABLE XVik

1980 Potential Enrollment of First-time Entering Freshmen
Assuming a New University Campus in North
Sacramento Valley

1930 HIGH SCHOOL GRADIATES
RELATED TO COUNTIES

Entrants
Iper 1000

High School
ZONE SHASTA | TEHAMA | Graduates
County of Location oo occcoccnen- 1,525 500 68.8
Contiguous Counties_ oo —--- 1,825 4,925 22.5
Other Area Counties_ - cccca—- 5,950 3,875 9.7
All Other Counties____ . __cccece-- 363,450 363,450 2.1
FIRST-TIME

ENTERING FRESHMEN
RELATED TO COUNTIES

ZONE SHASTA TEHAMA

County of LocatioDo—cev - . ciammaana- H 3
Contiguous Counties. o ooccoccoceacaaaamn 41 11
Other Ares Counties - cccemcccmcaca- - £2 36
ANl Othaw Crnntias oo 63 763

Mt e cecm—ac—————mm———————— 967 946

1980 Potential Enrollments Assuming a New University Campus
Ia the Nortl: Sacramento Valley

l 1980 POTENTIAL ENROLLMENTS

RELATED TO COUNTIES
STUDENTS? MADERA| FRESNO | TULARE | KERN
Tirst-time Entering Freshmen 1105 1439 1263 1300
Total Undergraduates_ - -..-- 3904 5085 4463 45¢4
Total Gra ‘ve Students...-- 1171 1525 1339 1378
Total Poter..alococooeoaeaam 5075 5610 5802 5972
Percent from Outside Area___ 66.6% 51.1% 58.3% 56.6%

1Rates are comparable area by area with rates of the Davis

Campus 1961-63.

2 Rates are comparable with the Davis pattern of distribution
of students, 1961-63, i.e. first-time entering freshmen 28.3% un-
dergraduates, and graduate students 309 of undergraduate.

70

1980 POTENTIAL
ENROLLMENTS
RELATED TO COUNTIES

STUDENTS? SHASTA TEHAMA

First-time entering Freshmen . —ccccccen- 967 948
Total Undergraduates. - - coeoocccoccaaaaan 3416 3342
Total Graduates. - oceccccommccccmmccaan 1025 1003
Total Potential - oo cccccamccemaccemeee 4441 4345
Percent from Outside Area - cccccccmccmaa- 78.9% 80.7%

1Rates are comparable area by area for rates of the Davis

Campus 1961-€3. .
s Factors are comparable to the Davis pattern of distribution
of students 1961-63, i.e. first-time enitering freshmen 28.3% of

under raduates and graduate students 309 of undergraduaies.



TABLE XiX

1980 Potartial Enroliment of First-time Entering Freshmen
Assuming a New University Campus, Los Angeles County

ENTRANTS
!PER 1000
HIGH
SCROOL

1980
HIGH
SCHOOL

FIRST-TIME
ENTERIRG

ZONE GRADUATES|GRADUATES| FRESEMEN

TABLE XX

1980 Potenticl Enrcliments of First \ime Entering Freshmen
Assuming a New University Campus in North
San Francisco Bay Areua

1980 HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATES
RELATED TO COUNTIES FIRST-TIME

ENTERING

FRESHMEN
RELATED TO
COUNTIES

Entrants
127 School
338 ZONE MARIN|SONOMA | Graduates IMARIN|SONOMA

County of Locstion_____...
Contiguous Counties_______
Other Area Counties_______
All Other Counties_________

112,250
72,375
19,200

168,925

17372
586

vood
O O

2788

4,000
9,425

4,175
5,775
104,778
258,022

204
185 113
962 995
774 774

County of Location... 307
Contijuous Countiea._
Other Area Counties. .| 101,303

All Other Counties.._.| 258,022

[ =
ooeoeod
ocmoo

1980 Potential Enroliment Assuming a New University
Campus, Los Angeles County

2215 2189

STUDENTS:? POTENTIAL
ENROLLMENTS
1980 Potential Enrollments Assuming a New Univarsity Campus -

in thie North San Pransi-oc 2oy S,ca

First-time Entering Freshmen_ ___ oo ..
Total TodargiudUates . - o o oo

2I]R
9324
559
9883
12.1%

1980 POTENTIAL
ENROLLMENTS
KELATED TO COUNTIES

! B
K !

1 .

19611?-36258 are comparabie area by area with rates of U.C.L.A. STUDENTS? MARIN SONOMA

3 The number derived from the rate is reduced by 1,507. Using

the percentage of first-time entering freshmen to total freshmen

at U.C.L.A. 1961-63 and applying this percent (44%) to 3,426 First-time Entering Freshmen. oo __ oo ___ 2215 2189

freshmen projected for 1980 at U.C.L.A. undergradua

SFactors are comparable with the Santa Barbara pattern of %322} Gmd‘f:?e, - 7252!1)
distribution, i.e. first-time entering freshmen of students 1961- Total Potential - ..o 7760
63—29.9% of undergraduates and graduate students, 6% of un- iy A "
dergraduates. 85.4%

LRates are comparable with the Santa Barbara campus
1961-63 using a more conservative rate of 3 per 1,000 high
school graduates from outside the area because the Santa Bar-
bara pattern appears at%pical in this respect.

2 Factors are comparable with the Santa Barbara pattern of
distribution of studints 1961-63 i.e,, first-time entering freshmen
29.9% of undergraduates and grad

uate students 6% of under-
graduates.

TABLE XXI

Actual and Brojected Fui'-time Student Enrollments, California State Colleges
Fo: Each Year, 19601-1980

(Based on a Twe-tsrm Caisndar)

Gampus 1060 | 1961 1963 1085 | 1966 | 1967 1969 1971 | 1972 | 1973 | 1974 1975 | 1980

2703 | 2889 | 3163
42271 4446 | 4885
Hayward ... 187 375 610
1631

2410

3368
5311
1359 7480
1963
3316
5334 6144 6817 7878 0475
5753 6714 7300 7681 9050
Palos Vardes. 400 775
3181 3421 3807 4200 4925
San Bernardino 276 600

P S

San Ferna?do Valley....

3950
5975
2725
2175
3850

4250
6150
3600
2325
4250

4575
8325
4625
2475
4650
11076
10476
1350
5850
1050
1i800
7625
12850
14300

4876
6525
5425
2625
4075
11900
11200
2125
6375
1700
12425
8050
13450
14650
7475
1676
1000
4650
121100

5150
6700
6050
2725
5276
12600
11876
2800
6750
2325
12876
8500
13776
14950
7775
1925
1300
5125
128475

5550
6900
6975
2925
5800
13676
12950
3800
7275
3125
13600
9200
14100
15500
8276
2350
1900
6150
140050

7250
V800
13330
3650
0425
19025
17976
9025
10700
6500

5800
7025
7625
2076
6100
14275
13500
4325
7626
3500
13975
9550
14250
15776
8700
2625
2200
6725
146550

5975
7150
8300
3075
6600
14825
14050
4850
8000
3900
14400
10000
14400
16050
9100
2050
2475
7350
1563250

6375
7325
9650
3225
7050
15976
15025
6000
8675
4625
15350
10726
14675
16625
9800
3650
2975
8700
166325

1787
1921 2963
13176
12450
3300
7025
2775
13276
8876
13975
15250
8025
2125
1600
5625
134475

Anen

8510
5284
0647

nnnnn

723
3761
7876

8538
2753
6821

10575

6525
11276
10330 | 11200 | 12049 | 13267 13850

42157 4573 | ©B078 | 5537 6300 6650 | 7100
Sonoma. 70 189 337 510 750 | 1050 | 1400
Stanislaus. o eeooeeae 119 136 150 157 180 325 500 725
Orange. oo 3711 . 616 814
56309

8704
45268
8495

18776

6900
12176
14050

12850
15700
10475
12175

5400

3925
12250

£05350 JI
71 J!

1316
80021

2600
95000

3375
103025

4100

63986 | 71367 112250

£000
160000

NOTE: 1, Source, California State Department of Finance. .
. Preumii-agmjedions assume diversion of lower division students to junior colleges 25 provided in the Master Plan,



APPENDIX C

CALIEORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION BY COUNTY OF LOCATION

County Institution

ALAMEDA
Public: Califvrnia State College at Hayward
Chabot College
Oakland City College
University of California, Berkeley

Private: Armstrong College
Berkeley Baptist Divinity
California Concordia College
Church Divinity School of the Pacific
College of the Holy Names
Heald’s Business College
Highland School of Nursing
Kaiser Foundation School of Nursing
Mills College
Pacific Tutheran Thenlogical Seminarv
Providence College of Nursing
Queen of the Holy Rosary College
St. Albert’s College
St. Margaret’s House
Starr King School for the Ministry
Samuel Merritt Hospital School of Nursing

BUTTE
Dyublic: Chico State College

CONTRA COSTA
Tobliec: Contra Costa College
Diablo Valley College

Private: St. Mary’s College
Western Baptist College

FRESNO
Public. Coalinga College
' Fresno City Coilege
TFresno State College
Reedley College

Private: Mennonite Brethren Biblical Seminary
Pacific College
West Coast Bible College

HUMBOLDT
Public: Humboldt State College

IMPERIAL
Public: Imperial Valley College
San Diego State College, off campus center of E1
Centro
INYO
Private: Deep Springs College

KERN
Public: Bakersfield College
Fresno Stage College, off campus center at Bakers-
field ’
Tait College
LASSEN ’
Public: Lassen College

1.0S ANGELES
Public: Autelope Valley College
California State Polytechnie Cqllege, Pomona
Cerritos College
Citrus College
Compton College
East Los Angeles College

Note: All schools of nursing have been listed under the “Pri-
vate” category.
Source: State Department of Finance.
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County

L.0S ANGELES-—Continued

Public:

Private:

Institution

El Camino College

Glendale College

Long Beach City College

Long Beach State College

T.os Angeles City College

TLos Angeles Harbor College

Tos Angeles Metropclitan College

Los Angeles Pierce College

Los Angeles State College

Los Angeles Trade-Technical College

Los Angeles Valley College

ALt. San Antonio College

Pasadena City College

Rio Hondn Tuniaw {-‘1\11?:'}

Santa Mecnica City College

San Fernando Valley State College

University of California, Los Angeles

Aslinoton College

Art Center School

Azusa College

Bible Institute of Los Angeles

California Baptist Theological Seminary

California College of Commerce

California College of Medicine

California Hospital School of Nursing

California Institute of Technology

California Institute of the Arts

Church Divinity School of the Pacific

Claremont Men’s College

Claremont Graduate School

Electronic Technical Institute

Fuller Theological Seminary

Qlendale Sanitarium and Hospital School for
Nursing

Harvey Mudd College

Hebrew Union College, Jewish Institute of Religion

Hollywood Presbyterian Hospital School of Nursing

Immaculate Heart College

LaVerne College

Los Angeles College of Chiropractic

Los Angeles College of Optometry

Los Angeles County General Hospital School of
Nursing

Los Angeles Pacific College

Loyola University of Los Angeles

Marymount Co}llege

Mount St. Mary’s College

Murphy Business College

Northrup Institute of Technol¢gy

Occidental College '

Otis Art Institute

Pacific Christian College

Pacific Coast University College of Law

Pacific Ogks College

Pasadena College

Pasadena Playhouse College of Theatre Arts

Pepperdine College ot

Pomona College

Queen of Angels School of Nursing

Sawyer School of Business

Seripps College

Southern California School of Theoloyy

Southwestern University ! o

St. Vincent’s Coliege of Nursing




CALIFORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION BY EOUNTY OF LOCATION—Confinved

County Institution County Institution

LOS ANGELES—Continued SAN DIEGO—Continued .
Private: University of Judaism , Private: San Diego Collegé for Women
University of Southern California San Luis Rey College
Whittier College St. Francis Seminary . .
MARIN University of San Diego, Collegé for Men

Public: College of Marin

Private: Dominican College of San Rafael SAN FRANCISCO , .
Golden Gate Baptist Theological Seminary Public: gty .Colleéeﬁ)f Sax; }:«:ranclsco
S&n Francisco Theological Seminary astings College of Law
MERC San Franeisco State College o
D University of California, San Francisco Medical
Public: DMerced College Center
MONTEREY Private: California Podidtry Collége
Public: Hartnell Colleg. Cogswell Polyteclinical College
Monterey Peninsula College Golden Gate College
Private: Menterey Institute of Foreign Studies Grace Ball Secretarial School
- Heald's Business College
o NATA Heald Engineering College .
! Public: Napa Junior College Mary’s Help Hcspit_al School of Nursing
E Pzivate: Dacifie Uuion Tollege g{g;gﬁ rts fgsgln':fiiffSan Franetsco
ORANGD San Francisco College for Women
Public: Fullerton Junior Coliege San TMianeisco Conservative Baptist Theological
Orange Coast College Se.saars
Orange State College San Frareisco Conservatory of Music
Santa Ana College Simpson Bible College
Private: Chapman College St. Francie Memorial Hosgital School of Nursing
Southern California College St. Joseph College of Nursing .
St. Joseph College of Orange St. Luke’s Hospital, School of Nursing
PLACER University of San Froncisqo .
Public: Sierra College Zweegman School for Medical Secretaries
SAN JOAQUIN
RI];’I;})ES.IDg 1 ¢ Public: San Joaquin Delta College
ablies  Motlege th.e Desert Private: San Joaquin General Hospital School of Nursing
Mt. San Jacinto College University of the Pacific
Palo Verde College
Riversige City College SAN LUIS OBISPO
g University of California, Riverside Public: California State Polytechnic College
Private: La Sierra College
Our Lady of Riverside Seminary SAN M.:ATEO Afas
Riverside Rusiness Colleca Public: College of San Msatec
Private: College of Notre Dame
SACR@MENTO Menlo College
Public: American River Junior College St. Patrick’s College
Sacramento City College
Sacramento State College SAPN%‘I{\ BA&%‘AI%AW  Coll
Private: Heald’s Business College ublie: isilan) Hancock O ese
Heald Engineering College Santa Barbara City College
University of Califorria, Santa Barbara
SAN BERNARDINO Private: Knapp College of Nu. ‘ng
Public: Barstow Junior College 01d Mission Theological Seminary
Chaffey College Santa Barbara Business College
San Bernardino Valley College Westmont College
Victor Valley Coll
Private: Lowe Linds Univess SANTA CLARA
rivate: Loma Linda University Public: Foothill College
Skadron College of Business an C
University of Redland Gavilan College
Un;vef]sg:]f edlands San Jose City College
plan cge San Jose State College
SAN DIEGO Private: Alma College
Public: Grossmont College O’Connor Hospital School of Nursing
Oceanside-Carlsbad College San Jose Hospital School of Nursing
Palomar College Santa Clara County Hospital
San Diego City College St. Joseph's _College
San Diego State College Stanford Tiniversity
Southwestern Gonege Umver&ty of Santa Clara
University of California, San Diego SANTA C.1UZ
Private: Californi.a Weste?n Unive.rsity Public: Cabrillo College
Itlectronic Technical In§t1tute Private: Bethany Bible College
Immaculate Heart Seminary
Merey Hospital School of Nu':sing SHASTA

Paradise Valley School of Nursing Public: Shasta College




CALIFORNIA PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION BY COUNTY OF LOCATION—Continued

Oounty Institution
SISKIYOU
Public: College of the Siskiyous
SCLANO

Public: California Maritime Academy
Vallejo Junior College
SONOMA
Public: Santa Rosa Junior College
Sonoma State College

STANISLAUS
Public: Modesto Junior College
Stanislaus State College

Private: Valley Commercial College

74

County Institution
TULARE

Public: College of the Sequoias
Porterville College

VYENTURA
Public: Ventura College
Private: California Intheran College
St. John’s College

YOLO :
Public: University of California, Davis

YUBA
Public: Yuba College




AREAS REPRESENTED AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE ON
PHYSICAL FACILITIES, SEPTEMBER 15-16, 1964

CAMPUS
REQUESTED
UcC SC
x x 1. Kern County: Bakersfield, Delano, Wasco, Edwards Air Force Base
x 2. East San Fernando Valley: Sunland, Tujunga, Burbank, Glendale
X 3. Rivergide: Corona
x 4. Ventura County
x 5. North Sacramento Valley: Red Bluff, Mt,. Shasta, Redding
X 6. Kings County: Hanford
x 7. Fresno e
X 8. San Mateo L
X 9. Central Valley: Los Banos ]
x x 10. Tulare County
x 11. Madera Cauinty _ 2
x iZ. Contra Costa County .|
. L S Ur RSO ot IR » . et i e eadd . i 3

PARVICINANIS AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL FACITIES
SEPTEMBER 15 AND 18, 1964105 ANGELES AND SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO MEETING, SEPTEMBER 16

el b B R

Name Organization or Area Remarks

LA A

1. Senator Virgil O'Sullivan. .....__zs....______| Legislature. .

---------------------------------- Ucin N. Sacto Valley
2. H. Richard Maguire_ ...l oo ioz: 2. _| Red Bluff G of L& UC in N. Sacto Valley

_____________________________________ UC in Kings Go.
e meeeeeeceaemeeeecoZos2oo. ] UC in Kings Co.
5. Senator Hugh Burrs______..____ .- I - _ Legislature. oo ... UC in Fresno Co.
6. Milo Rowell---_-..--_-_--------::-_----;.'---- Fresno---_---_-------_----_--------._----; ..... UC in Fresno Co.
7. Leon F. Peters___.._._.___ Fr

-----

8. Senator Robert D. Williams. _.._________:__| Lagisiatute
4, JamesRoss-------.-_------_--.'_-_‘.‘._.'_-_'-___ Hanford

Peters__. T O UC in Fresno Co.
8. Sloan McCormick o mmmeolollllllIiTIIIZIIzzIzzzzzcc | DO i Frasuo Co.,
9. H. K. Hunter.... ... Chief Adm. Ofer., Fresno....____.._______.___ . UC in Fresno Co.

10. Senator Richard Dolwig____....__.____________ Legulatyra

______________________________________ SC in Saa Mateo Co.
11. Assemblyman Carl Britsehglo oo Legfslature SC in San Mateo Co.

12, Asserblyman Le) J, Ryan SC in San Mateo Co.

13. James ‘formey SC in San Mateo Co.
......................... Mayor, Belmont-_-___-_-_-_---_-------_------_- SC in San Matss Cp.

.................................. SC in San Mateo Co.

16. Oliver Germino, Chairman... ... ._..__________ Centra' Valley Comm.
17. Senator Walter fitiern_________________ " Legislature___.____..__________ emememeae——————— SC or UC in Kern
18. George Gelman. . _______________ Kern Covam e

......................... SC or UC in Kern
19. Col. Ray Vandiver . eeocue .. ___ Chief of Staff, Edwards A.F. Base..___..____....__ SC or UC in Kern

........................... UC in Merced Co.

20. Arnold A. Hoffraan - -« e ooeceeeooo Mt. Shasta C of C

1
l ‘ 1
l ............................... UC or SC in Siskiyou I
21, Danel 8. Carlton.. oo Redding C of Ce oo UC or SC in Shasta |
22. Don Hillman... oo Tulare Bd. of SUpVaeocemeeoo e UC or SC in Tulare l
-!

.......................... UC in Madera Co.

———— mecmctmnenc——— SC in Contra Costa

25. Assemblyman Jerome Waldie . ___.___.________. Legislature oo oeeo oo T SC in Contra Costa
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PARTICIPANTS AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL FACILITIES
SEPTEMBER 15 AND 16, 1964—L0OS ANGELES AND SAN FRANCISCO—Confinued

L0S ANGELEES MEETING, SEPTEMBER 15

Name Drgavization or Area Romarks
1. Senator Walter StierD. oo ceccccucocacmmmaeenan Legialature . o cc cecoeucoccommmmmmmmamam oo mmmn SC or UC in Eern
2, Assemblyman Jack T, Ca86¥eoumcamccoccccauone Legislature. ceee comeomcnmammmananaa- SC or UC in Kern
8. Assemblyman John C. WilliamsoR. e ccccceeeo. Legislature ..o cccuceccccmmemmiemeeaaomcmem————- SC or UC in Kern
4. Theron L. McCuen, Superintendent.. . caoaaoae Kern Co. H.8. Diste o comeccccmcncmcamameanancaa-n UCorSCin Kern
5. Edward Simonsen, President. .o oo ceccmamcaaaas Kern Co. J.Co Disteecemeecccccccc e e rmcammanca UC or SC in Kern
8. Harry E. Blair, Superintendent....-cacceamaeoan Kern Co. Bd, of Bdeecccccccmc e e cracaacan SCin Kern
7. Gene WieRerewocccccceccmmuumanmmamanmaeconan TViayor, Bakersfield o cuv e immonsiniccccmaaeee 8¢ in Karn
8. Jesse Stockton . oo ccmeom e eeeaaas Former Co. Supt. Schools. oo eemccmecceman SCin Kern
9. Wallace E. Schaeffer. ccceeomcecemccuomaamaaoas Wasco News SC in Kern
10. L5r0y JackBOn e e e e amca e m s a e eees Meraber, Kern Co. Bd. of Edev v ccocccnmcaaaae 8C in Kern
11. Clifford Loader-ceocececcmoccaocamcccancaoa- Mayor, Delano. - ce o ccmcavammce e e e SC in Delano .
2 TIOUK DYl mcmmmcmacem—ecm—amem——————mea—an Supv. Ul BULIVULY, FUPLs LBIANO0 U 0 Unacnecunaaaaae NCn Delano
13. Assemblyman Tom Waite. . ceecommacocaccanan legislature - v.ocecceecccmmemmmemecmccm e SC in E. San Fernando
14, Stephen Newton fanland-Tujunga C of C o cmemceeee e SCin E. San Ferpande .
i35, Louis Nowel oo o ccmuunu-. L.A. City Councilman. o o ccumccmmcmmmamceeeeee SC in E. San Fernando
16. Bruce Whitaker . ceeemcecccacnaoa- Burbank.. ccoemmaeeeo. domcmcme———— ——cmen SC in E. San Ferouudo
17. Paul Burkhard. - o oo eemmaeeaaaa e Sun Valley C of Cam oo mamm e e memeaee SC in E. San Fernando
18. Assemblyman Howard Thelin e o cocaan et Legialature. oo ccevamcccccemcemcemammmeeocm— - SC in E. San Fernando
19. Dallas Williams . - oo e eeememem e Mayor, Burbank_ - oo oo miemame e SC in E. San Fernando
20, Benjamin Cook. o oo President, Burbank C of Ce v o cccacmcae e SC in E. San Fernando
21. Richard R. ROgan - ccoecmcccmmmamccmmcccacam s No. L.A. Citizens Comm. for 8.Ce o ccmcmmmaacaaaoe SC in E. San Fernando
29. J. Stanley Warburton. .o cccccammcmacaeee - Ansoc. Supt. LA, School8_ - - e oo e eccceoonnnntao| Need for State support for JC
23, George Benson oo e Assoc, of Ind. Collezes_._ .. ... recammemcmnem————— Need for new private colleges
24, John Stallings. o oo meececeemmas Saperintendent, Corona Schools oo ocomcmcaeeaaae SC in Riverside
25. Robert AnRderson ..vce-—cecammmmmmmamcaaaoame Adm. Ofcr., Riverside Couenoocvccuccnaan S SC in Riverside
28, James Bennett oo maam e Asat, Supt. of SchoolB_ e ool SC in Riverside
27. Ronald Brill . oo o Mgr., Corona C of Co v oo e mccmmaee SC in Riverside
28, Scnator R. J. Lagomarsino oo - oo ccememeeoinn| LegiBlabure o oo SC in Ventura
29, Assemblyman Burt Henson. . cevecooocomuaeen-- Legislature - o e eeemccwcccceccmacmmammmman—eaie-| 8CiID Ventura
80. Mrs. Milton Teague . o ceomcmeeomamamcmacann Chairman, Ventura Comm. for 8C. - amamcoceczaaonn SC in Ventura
31. Norman Nichol8oRaem e commmammaamamcam e Memher, Vantura Comm, for SC..-«ceocaaaaae--| 8Cin Ventura
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